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FOREWORD 


EVER SINCE Immanuel Kant wrote his monumental The Cri- 
tique of Pure Reason, theistic discussion has proceeded on the 
postulate---an assumption generally viewed as an unquestion- 
able datum given 2f ?pa? by the Koenigsberg titan---that the ex- 
istence of God can be neither demonstrated nor disproved by 
reason. Roman Catholic theologians, to be sure, have refused 
to accept the Kantian criticism as have some outstanding Prot- 
estants, notably F. R. Tennant. By and large, however, the al- 
leged demolition of the venerable “proofs” has been taken as a 
fait accompli by schools of all persuasion whether agnostic or 
liberal or neo-orthodox or even evangelical. Hence Dr. Hack- 
ett’s thesis, developed with a competence born of intellectual 
acumen and thoroughgoing scholarship, is really an audacious 
challenge to what he deplores as a suicidal throwing wide open 
of the gates of Christian supernaturalism to the Trojan horse of 
illogicality. He therefore finds it necessary to engage in a po- 
lemical analysis of positions defended by some of the most dis- 
tinguished thinkers of our modern era, ranging from D. C. 
Macintosh to Carl Henry. While his analysis may not be unan- 
swerably devastating in every case, it is certainly incisive, deep- 
cutting enough to compel a re-examination of basic premises 
and sufficiently penetrating to show the cogency of the rational 
empiricism which Dr. Hackett himself espouses. 


Thus no matter what conclusion one may draw concerning 
the success of this extraordinary attempt to rehabilitate the great 
tradition in theistic argument, they will be compelled to admire 
its daring, sweep, power, and lucidity. They will also admire its 
spiritual thrust and motivation; for here is a devout believer 
skillfully utilizing the resources of philosophy in order to bring 
sinful humanity inescapably face to face with God’s self- 
disclosure in Jesus Christ. In other words, reason for Dr. Hack- 
ett is propaedeutic to revelation; it is a means of evangelism. 

As an adherent of Protestant orthodoxy, I urge that this work 
be studied in our circles with the care and attention which it 
eminently deserves. And I venture to predict for it a wide read- 
ing among circles which lie theologically far beyond the 
boundaries of evangelicalism. 


VERNON C. GROUNDS, President 
Conservative Baptist Theological 
Seminary 


AUTHOR’S PREFACE 


Origin of the Present Work: the Need for a Rational Apologetic 


The immediate historical stimulus of the present work con- 
sisted in the invitation to the author to deliver the Fall Lectures 
on Christian Thought for 1952 at the Conservative Baptist 
Theological Seminary. But the more basic motivation has 
come from a growing conviction on my part that the Christian 
world view both needs and embodies a thoroughgoing rational 
apologetic as a manifestation of its relevance to the contempo- 
rary mind, together with the companion conviction that no ex- 
isting system of Christian apology adequately meets this need. 
The underlying assertion of my whole argument, therefore, is 
that Christian faith should be defended in terms of criteria 
which center in rational objectivity as the norm of truth and 
evaluation. If, as Peter urges, believers in Christ are to give a 
reason for their hope to every person, then they can do it only in 
terms of criteria which ought to be acknowledged by all such 
individuals so far as they think and act rationally in their con- 
course with life and experience. This consideration means, in 
turn, that if Christian faith is obligatory for everyone, then it is 
so because it embodies objective truth for all rational minds. 

Against such a view of the role of apologetics the objection 
is frequently brought that rational objectivity is impossible for 
real individuals and that therefore the whole enterprise we 4- 
tempt is merely a glorious dream. Of course, all of us are con- 
ditioned to a certain extent by our accumulated beliefs and 
environmental pressures. But the very recognition of this condi- 
tioning is a significant step in the direction of eliminating its n- 
fluence. Indeed, if rational objectivity were really not 
attainable, even this judgment itself, that we are conditioned by 
our beliefs, would fall short of rational objectivity and would 
therefore be eliminated by its own assertion. From such a line 
of argument as this, it must be concluded that either rational ob- 
jectivity is possible or else knowledge itself is impossible and 


we are reduced to absolute skepticism. There is, therefore, no 
absurdity in the attempt to construct a rational system of Chris- 
tian apologetics. 

As over against the stimulus and conviction of apologetics 
thus conceived in terms of rational objectivity as a norm, there 
stands the morass of irrationalism and voluntarism that charac- 
terizes the great body of Christian apology at the present time, 
whether evangelical, liberal, or neo-orthodox. In another place, 
I have tried to analyze this frightening predicament of an apolo- 
getic which largely surrenders common ground as the basis for 
argument and which at the same time urges the contemporary 
mind to accept a view, the rational objectivity of which has e- 
ther been obscured or, in some cases, wholly denied.’ This sort 
of refusal to defend faith on the battlefield of a reasoned inter- 
pretation of experience is to my mind nothing short of suicide 
for the relevance of the Christian message. The present work is 
a firm protest against every such irrationalism, from whatever 
source. Nor is the protest without significant historical prece- 
dent; aside from the fact that no apologetic has succeeded by 
being totally irrationalist---not even that of S6ren Kierkegaard-- 
-there have been many in the history of Christianity who have 
been fundamentally preoccupied with a rational approach to 
apologetics: people like Thomas Aquinas, Ramon Lull, Joseph 
Butler, James Orr, and F. R. Tennant. Doubtless history will 
record that such individuals have done more to hold back the 
forces of unbelief than has the whole school of irrationalism 
and the crucifixion of the intelligence. 


Acknowledged Limitations 


' The Word of God in the Life of Man: “Reason and Biblical Authority” (St. Paul, Minn.: 
Bethel College and Seminary, 1956). 


By way of anticipation I should like to eliminate certain pos- 
sible criticisms of my work in advance. In the first place, the 
present argument embodies only the first part of my apologetic 
system: namely, the problem of epistemological approach and 
the apologetic of natural revelation. Two remarks are appropri- 
ate in this regard: first, the rest of the system is in process of 
completion and its ultimate publication will await the 1tesponse 
to the present work. In the final analysis a complete system of 
Christian apologetics is contemplated in which there will be de- 
veloped the apologetic of special revelation and the apologetic 
of synthesis. This last section will attempt to show the truth of 
Christian faith comparatively by a detailed analysis of the major 
religious and philosophical world views. In view of this same 
partial character of the argument that follows, a specific treat- 
ment of Christian faith itself does not appear. It will be well 
therefore to clarify my position as a committed Christian, lest 
any should infer my lack of faith by an absence of its acknowl- 
edgment in the text. I am, in fact, an adherent of evangelical 
orthodoxy: and the absence of any such confession in the text 
that follows is due solely to the fact that the confession is not 
basic to the argument as herein developed. 

In the second place, it is acknowledged that in treating the 
various modes of approach to Christian apologetics, I have not 
been exhaustive in my analysis. Had I been writing, I should, 
for example, have treated the whole development of liberal 
apologetics from Schleiermacher onward, the European repre- 
sentatives of presuppositionalism, and the historical background 
of neo-orthodoxy. Aside from the fact that this material would 
have increased the technicality of an already involved discus- 
sion, this acknowledged omission may perhaps be overlooked 
on two grounds: first, on the ground that representatives of the 
main approaches have been discussed; second, on the ground 
that the positive argument for my own position aptly contrasts it 
with other possible viewpoints. 


One further possible misunderstanding should be avoided. It 
will be seen that my position stresses rational argument as the 
adequate foundation for intelligent Christian conviction. On 
this point the system will speak for itself: but I should like to 
stress in advance that on one can be compelled to faith by 1a- 
tional evidences, since humanity is a volitional as well as a 1a- 
tional being. Still, the presentation of such evidences will serve 
at least two purposes in this context: the argument may, it is 
hoped, be the occasion of a reasonable faith and, at the same 
time, may by its very presentation emphasize more clearly the 
moral culpability of rejecting spiritual truth. On the other hand, 
no one maintains that only those may have efficacious Christian 
faith who understand in detail the rational basis for Christian 
truth. Yet without this objective basis as its foundation, faith 
would certainly not be efficacious; just as a person might stand 
on a skyscraper without understanding the principles of engi- 
neering involved in its structure, while at the same time it is n- 
disputable that they could not stand there safely if such 
principles were not exemplified in the structure of the building. 


Intellectual Indebtedness 


The text itself will manifest the many thinkers to whom I 
have been indebted in my thinking. But I should like to express 
special appreciation to four scholars who have stimulated my 
interest in philosophy and apologetics: Dr. Edwin A. Burtt, of 
Cornell University, who first aroused by appetite for philosophy 
itself; Dr. Kenneth Kantzer, of Wheaton College, who directed 
my interest toward natural theology; Dr. Carl F. H. Henry, who 
inspired me with his personal devotion to Christian scholarship 
and who continues to nspire other young people through his 
teaching at Fuller Theological Seminary; and Dr. Vernon C. 
Grounds, president of Conservative Baptist Theological Semi- 
nary, who has exemplified for me an enlightened Christian 


conviction tempered with a deep Christian compassion. The 
last two individuals have been so kind as to read my manuscript 
with great care and to suggest numerous criticisms. But of 
course the convictions of the book are entirely my own and I 
assume full responsibility for any deficiencies in their formula- 
tion and expression. 


An Envisioned Ministry 


It is hoped that this work will lend itself to a number of sig- 
nificant ends. As a textbook, it should be useful in several 
fields: as a companion volume in apologetics or as a basic text; 
as the basis of a study of theism as over against alternative posi- 
tions; and even as an introduction to philosophy, since, at some 
point or other, it deals with the major philosophical problems in 
epistemology and metaphysics ad eve, though to a lesser ex- 
tent, in ethics. 

But these considerations, important as I intend them to be, 
are, after all, secondary. The book is primarily a serious effort 
to reorient and communicate argumentative theism and rational 
apologetics to the contemporary mind. Whatever else may be 
the use for this work, it is my prayer that it might be above all 
an evangel and a summons to theism as the only adequate ex- 
planation of existence and destiny. In the light of this purpose, 
I both urge and invite comments and criticisms alike from all 
whose interest is stirred, whether positively or negatively. 

STUART C. HACKETT 
Associate Professor of Apologetics 
Conservative Baptist Theological 
Seminary 
Denver, Colorado 
November, 1956 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Importance of Apologetics 


It is probably impossible to imagine the amount of intellectual 
energy that has been diverted from normal process of arriving at 
intellectual conclusions because it has gone into rationalization 
of the doctrines entertained by Historic religions.” (Footnote 1: 
J. Dewey, A Common Faith, p. 33.) Such, in brief, is the esti- 
mate of one of America’s greatest twentieth-century philoso- 
phers concerning the enterprise upon which we are about to 
embark. It is precisely to such an abnormal task that we ad- 
dress ourselves in the entire discussion that follows: whether 
Mr. Dewey’s opinion is justified will be for the world to decide. 

But abnormal or not, the attempt to understand the world, 
the effort toward adjustment to the Ultimate Reality, the deter- 
mination of action according to primary beliefs, the burning de- 
sire for cosmic security---all these things are characteristic, if 
not always completely self-conscious, human indulgences. And 
it is to the utmost rational direction of these very indulgences 
that a theistic philosophy is supremely oriented. 

In the simplest terms, life and existence are possible only by 
an adjustment to environmental reality: and if a person fails to 
make any such adjustment, their doom is antecedently sealed. 
Every successful advance---judged by whatever standard--- 
necessitates the correlation of a person’s thoughts and actions to 
circumstances and conditions external to himself: every experi- 
ence of life, from the nursing of an infant to the sober reflec- 


tions and reactions of the nature individual who stands on the 
brink of eternity at death’s door, involves the interaction of life 
with environmental forces. Indeed, to the extent that one fails 
to adjust to the vast complex of reality beyond oneself, one 
brings oneself and all one’s goals to the abyss of extinction; 
there may even be those who, in given situations, make no envi- 
ronmental adjustment; but such individuals make shipwreck of 
their lives in the rock-bound treachery that is the shore of natu- 
ral law. And if anyone entertains an opinion to the contrary, let 
them take the fast way down the next time they view Manhattan 
from the top of the Empire State Building! 

Now adjustment to reality, for rational selves, is ultimately 
impossible apart from a knowledge of the nature of reality: and 
philosophy---even in the guise of religion---attempts to answer 
three basic problems related to this cosmic adjustment that is so 
necessary. 

(1) How is knowledge possible at all? Here philosophy is 
epistemology: the study of the origin, nature, and limits of 
knowledge. 

(2) What is the ultimate nature of reality in terms of which a 
finally satisfactory adjustment can be made, and how is this ul- 
timate reality related to the immediate realities of our experi- 
ence? Here philosophy 8’ metaphysics: the study of the nature 
of ultimate and subordinate reality, together with their mutual 
interrelations. 

(3) through what appropriate means can adjustment to the 
total complex of reality, both ultimate and subordinate, be 
made? Here philosophy is ethics: the study of value and con- 
duct. 

Now it would appear highly questionable that the attempt to 
answer these questions rationally is an abnormal procedure. 
For apart from some such answers---at least on an elemental 
scale---a fruitful adjustment to reality would be rationally im- 


possible; and apart from some such adjustment, the prerogative 
of this worldly existence itself must be surrendered. 

Apologetics---from Greek, apologia, a verbal defense---sets 
for itself the task of defending some systematic answer to such 
basic questions as we have outlined. And since the defense of a 
system logically presupposes the system itself, it is presumed 
that apologetics would necessarily entail an account of the basis 
on which the system itself is formulated. In this broad sense, 
apologetics is practically coextensive with the whole philoso- 
phical enterprise: it is not a mere defense---it is rather a defense 
of conclusions which the rational analysis of human experience 
fully justifies. And for my part, I have no interest in the c- 
fense of beliefs that are otherwise grounded than through a 1a- 
tionally self-consistent interpretation of experiential data, at 
whatever level these data might appear. In any case, it is this 
broad meaning of apologetics that we intend in our whole sub- 
sequent discussion: and apologetics may therefore be defined as 
the systematic, rational formulation and defense of beliefs about 
knowledge, reality, and conduct. And in particular, Christian 
apologetics would consist in the attempt to show that only the 
Christian World View satisfactorily meets the ultimate demands 
of reason in its approach to experience. In the present volume, 
we set ourselves to the establishment and defense of theism; in 
subsequent volumes, we shall make a similar attempt with re- 
spect to theistic Christianity. 


Summary of Procedure 


The immediate task at hand will be to reach a general m- 
swer to the problems that surround and determine our necessary 
adjustment to reality. Accordingly, in Part I, our attention will 
be directed to the problem of knowledge, since an understand- 
ing of the basic principles or presuppositions of all thought is 
logically prior to the formulation of any systematic metaphysic. 


If a person is to apprehend sationally their place in the scheme 
of things so as to make that adjustment to the Ultimate Reality 
toward which they grasp in their innermost being, they must 
come to a comprehension of the conditions which make knowl- 
edge itself possible. It will be found that this possibility of 
knowing depends upon an innate structure of rationality with 
which the mind approaches and understands the data of experi- 
ence. Such an epistemology, called rational empiricism, tran- 
scends all the objections brought against it and shows its 
enemies that they themselves must either occupy the citadel of 
their foe or bow to defeat in the mire of absurdity. 

In Part II, there is set forth the inadequacy of every major 
historical alternative to rational empiricism as the epistemologi- 
cal basis for a theistic world view. Objective and subjective 
empiricisms, pragmatism, and voluntaristic rationalism (called 
presuppositionalism) are each examined and each in turn elimi- 
nated as inadequate and self-contradictory. 

In Part III, rational empiricism, having eliminated its pro- 
posed alternatives, attempts a twofold task: positively, to dem- 
onstrate the existence of the God of theism; negatively, to refute 
the whole range of principal objections that are customarily 
urged against such a demonstration. At the summit of rational 
analysis, theism will emerge victorious over her opponents so 
as to justify the age-old conclusion that God is the Ultimate Re- 
ality and that it is to Him that humanity’s final and only ade- 
quate adjustment must be made. 

Our path is long; but at the journey’s end there lies that prize 
toward which---consciously or not---individuals are ever bend- 
ing their efforts: the prize of a finally satisfactory relation to 
Reality itself! Nor will our philosophical voyage be without its 
own delights: to the mind in search of ultimate truth, every step 
of knowledge is a joy. The road to the promised land may lead 
through a long wilderness; but as with Israel, so with us: the bit- 
ter waters of Marah turn to sweetness, Elim yields its quiet rest 


from the weary desert, and Sinai peals forth with majestic thun- 
der. To the task, then! And may the hazardous intricacy of the 
way not deter us while we strive for such an eternal prize as the 
knowledge of God! 
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Part I 


RATIONAL EMPIRICISM AS A BASIS 
FOR CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 


CHAPTER I 
THE MEANING OF RATIONAL EMPIRICISM 
BRIEF STATEMENT OF THE POSITION 
Primary Meaning 


RATIONAL EMPIRICISM, as I profess it, is the doctrine that 
knowledge is possible only because it involves the combination 
of two elements: a mind that comes to experience with a struc- 
ture of thought in terms of which it is necessarily disposed to 
understand that experience---this is the a priori or “before- 
experience” element; data upon which this structure of thought 
terminates to gain specific knowledge of particulars---this is the 
a posteriori or “after-experience” element. (Footnote 1: T. 
Christlieb, Modern Doubt and Christian Belief, p. 76, for a 
good brief statement of this general thesis.) 

According to this position, knowledge would be impossible 
on either a purely rational or a purely empirical basis. For on 
the one hand, while the mind by its very nature has a categori- 
cal structure, it has at the outset no stock of innate content 
ideas, but must terminate upon experiential data to gain such 
content knowledge: the evolving of knowledge from the cate- 
gorical structure alone is therefore impossible and pure rational- 
ism is rejected. On the other hand, however, the data of 
experience would not be intelligible if the mind were a total 
blank at birth, devoid of all structure or aptitude. Indeed, on 


this basis, minds would be nothing but stones, and knowledge 
would be impossible. Thus the very first intelligible experience 
of a self presupposes an a priori structure, and pure empiricism 
is likewise rejected. Every act of knowledge, therefore, presup- 
poses both the categorical structure of rationality and the rela- 
tion of that structure to the experienced data. Such a position 
does not imply that the experienced data, in every act of knowl- 
edge, must come from a source beyond the mind and thus have 
an external or sensuous origin: the fact of thought itself is a da- 
tum of experience, and from its possibility important conclu- 
sions may be drawn, not only about thought itself, but also 
about the formal conditions for the possible existence of all 
things. From the possibility of consistent thought, for example, 
we can conclude that if a statement about the real world is self- 
contradictory, it is false---and this not merely in the sense that 
the statement is internally dsurd, but also in the sense that it is 
a false account of the real world itself. For if we assert that a 
self-contradiction is true, then we are rejection a principle upon 
which the possibility of any ssertion at all rests: the principle, 
namely, that a thing cannot both be and not be at the same time 
and in the same manner; and if this principle if false, no knowl 
edge is possible---not even the knowledge that a self- 
contradiction is true. As well in that case to be a nonrational 
mound of dirt as a thinking person. 


Subsidiary Implications 


But in addition, the theory of rational empiricism involves, to 
my mind, certain further tenets which are not always espoused 
by those who class their epistemology under this rubric. Since 
the position involves epistemological dualism, it necessitates an 
espousal of the coherence theory of truth. Epistemological du- 
alism is the doctrine that the immediate object present to the 
mind is not the independently existing reality---say a box or 


what have you---but a representative idea of this object. All 
that the mind knows directly are its ideas and nothing else. 
That rational empiricism involves this position seems obvious: 
if intelligible experience does not exist until the structure of the 
mind terminates upon data of experience, then it is clear that 
what the mind possesses is always a resultant concept or idea, 
never the independently existing object as such. But if such is 
the state of the whole gamut of intelligible experience, then a- 
ther we must be skeptics about the knowledge of things as they 
exist independently, or we must maintain that true knowledge 
of such entities is possible by the systematic correlation of our 
various experiences into a self-consistent whole. Since, as will 
subsequently appear, skepticism is self-contradictory, the sec- 
ond alternative will necessarily be maintained. But the theory 
that the test of truth consists in such a systematic consistency of 
ideas in a logically coherent whole is precisely the coherence 
theory of truth. 

With such a key to the possibility of knowledge, we assert that 
the categorical forms of thought are applicable for the attain- 
ment of knowledge in every sphere where intelligible proposi- 
tions are formulable. The self-consistent application of the 
categorical structure determines and makes possible the cogita- 
tion of any real object whatsoever, from the lowest material 
constituent to the being of God. There exists no real entity that 
does not yield itself to rational thought and analysis when the 
data pertinent to its being are presented in experience: there are 
no incomprehensible realities, no realms of being that thought 
cannot conquer if it only encounters them. There are undoubt- 
edly vast ranges of data that thought, in humanity, does not 
comprehend; but should the data thus unknown present them- 
selves before the bar of reason, thought need not fail to com- 
prehend them. Reason therefore sweeps from its path all 
contenders for the status of unknowability. Indeed, it maintains 


that these contenders could not even state their claim intelligi- 
bly if it were not utterly false and absurd. 


CRITICAL EXPOSITION OF THE KANTIAN THEORY 
Positive Formulation 


A priori categories.---Slightly more than a century and a half 
ago, the wise sage of Koenigsberg brought to birth a theory of 
human knowledge with which the whole development of phi- 
losophical research had been in conception and travail from the 
time of the earliest critical speculations. It was the year 1781 
that Immanuel Kant published the Critique of Pure Reason. In 
that book, Kant became the first systematic champion of n- 
tional empiricism. There had dways been, since the height of 
the development of philosophy in Greece, the two schools of 
rationalism and empiricism---the former holding that all knowl- 
edge is nnate and is merely brought to the surface of the mind 
upon the occasion of observation and reflection; the latter hold- 
ing that all knowledge is derived from experienced in observa- 
tion and reflection and that the mind, at the start of its journey, 
is an empty receptacle, waiting to be filled with the stuff of ex- 
perience. For the mtionalist, the mind was like a seed which 
needed only to be planted in the soil of experience in order to 
flower forth with all the data of knowledge. For the empiricist, 
the mind was no more than a blank sheet of paper or a wax tab- 
let waiting to receive impressions from some source outside t- 
self. 

The lasting contribution of Kant---whatever else may dispose 
our minds against him---was the fact that he discerned the ele- 
ment of truth in both these positions. He saw that, although the 
empiricists were right in maintaining that the mind has no con- 
tent of knowledge at birth, no innate ideas as such, they were all 


wrong in failing to cede to the rationalists that the mind does 
come to experience, not as a wax tablet, but with a rational 
structure in terms of which the world must be understood. The 
knowing self approaches experiential data with certain catego- 
ries or forms of thought in terms of which it necessarily under- 
stands these data; these categories are not, indeed, filled with 
the stuff of experience, but they are the preconditions in terms 
of which any experience of the world becomes possible. Such a 
category, since it is a precondition of all possible experience 
that is intelligible, is said by Kant to be a priori in nature, while 
the content of our ideas, being gained from experience, is said 
to be a posteriori. 
To sum up the whole matter in Kant’s own words: 


While all judgments of experience are empirical 
(ie., have their ground in immediate — sense- 
perception), vice versa, all empirical judgments are 
not judgments of experience, but, besides the empiri- 
cal, and in general besides what is given to the sensu- 
ous intuition, particular concepts must yet be 
superadded---concepts which have their origin quite a 
priori in the pure understanding, and under which 
every perception must be first of all subsumed and 
then by their means changed into experience. (Foot- 
note 2: I. Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Meta- 
physics, pp. 54, 55.) 


There is, then, Kant clearly maintains, both a rational and an 
empirical facet to the production of knowledge: while all 
knowledge, as consisting of ideas in consciousness, must come 
from experience, experience itself is possible only because the 
mind comes to the world with certain pure conceptions of the 
understanding in terms of which the world is intelligible. The 
categories, therefore, are forms of thought through which the 


mind, by its very structure, is necessarily disposed to under- 
stand the data of experience; or in Kant’s own words, they “are 
conceptions of an object in general, by means of which its intui- 
tion is contemplated as determined . . .” (Footnote 3: Critique of 
Pure Reason, p. 75. 

This a priori categorical element that is basic to all experi- 
ence, Kant declared to be synthetic in character as distinguished 
from analytic. (Footnote 4: Ibid., p. 7f.; Prolegomena, p. 59.) 
While the current definition of these terms is a matter of some 
dispute, Kant’s own meaning here is unmistakable: 


Analytical judgments (affirmative) are . . . those in 
which the connection of the predicate with the sub- 
ject is cogitated through identity; those in which this 
connection is cogitated without identity are called 
synthetical judgments. The former may be called ex- 
plicative, the latter augmentative judgments . . . that 
is, judgments which really add to, and do not merely 
analyze or explain the conceptions which make up 
the sum of our knowledge.” 


An analytical judgment, in other words, is one in which the 
predicate is or may be logically implied in the subject, so that 
no new content of knowledge is involved beyond what is d- 
ready contained in the subject: e.g., all humans are humans. A 
synthetical judgment, on the other hand, adds a new element to 
those contained in the subject, so that our knowledge---if the 
judgment is true---is actually increased beyond the extent which 
would be possible by mere analysis of the subject term: e.g., all 
humans are fools. A further distinguishing characteristic con- 
sists in the fact that if an analytic judgment is negated, self- 


: Critique of Pure Reason, p. 7 and note. 


contradiction results directly, whereas this is not the case with a 
synthetic judgment. 

Now Kant’s contention is that all experiential judgments are 
synthetic in nature. For example, when I say that every event is 
an effect of some cause, I am saying something that exceeds 
what could be derived by analysis from the mere concept of an 
event as such: the relation here is not cogitated by way of iden- 
tity, but rests on a factor that is mported. Such importation 
may take place ether from the data of experience, in which case 
the judgment is a posteriori; or it may take place in terms of the 
basic presuppositions of all thought, i.e., in terms of the catego- 
ries, in which case the judgment, as in the example cited, is a 
priori. From this it becomes evident that Kant’s defense of a 
priori categories is an affirmation that all experiential knowl- 
edge rests on a synthetic a priori factor: synthetic because 
judgments based on the categories could not be ultimately e- 
tablished by derivation from the meaning of subject terms, a 
priori because the mind brings the categories to the data of ex- 
perience in the first place. Even a synthetic a posteriori judg- 
ment depends for its intelligibility on the ultimate character of 
the basic presuppositions which the mind thus brings to bear. 
Thus, for example, the statement---this desk is wooden---could 
not be asserted, according to Kant, unless the mind contained at 
the outset the basic principles which make any intelligible 
predication possible. 

Derivation of the categories from the types of logical judg- 
ment. ---But beyond this point Kant was likewise able to show 
in exactly what manner the nature and number of the a priori 
categories may be determined. Aristotle had propounded a list 
of categories, but he had, according to Kant, merely derived 
them in haphazard meditation on experience.° It is to the credit 
of Immanuel Kant that he made a simple observation which en- 


: Categoriae, 1b25-2a10. 


ables us to determine the nature and number of the categories 
precisely; at least, he indicated the general method by which 
such a deduction of the categories may be carried out. 

The content of knowledge is made up, Kant observed, of 
judgments that we assert about the data of experience; a judg- 
ment being the affirmation of denial of some predicate to some 
subject---as when I say: clouds are beautiful, clouds being the 
subject and beautiful being the predicate. If, therefore, the ap- 
plication of the categories to experience results in various types 
of logical judgment, then there must be an a priori category cor- 
responding to each of the most basic types of logical judgment. 
In this way, Kant was able to derive a table of twelve categories 
which he deduced from the commonly accepted classification 
of logical judgments under headings of quantity, quality, rela- 
tion, modality. 

The table of these judgments, with their definitions, is as fol- 
lows: 

(1) Quantity 

(a) Universal: in which a predicate is affirmed or denied 
of a subject in every instance of the subject. (Exam- 
ple: All humans are mortal.) 

(b) Particular: in which a predicate is affirmed or denied 
of a subject in some instances. (Example: Some hu- 
mans are mortal.) 

(c) Singular: in which a predicate is affirmed or denied 
of a subject in a concrete instance. (Example: 
Socrates is mortal.) 


(3) Quality 
(a) Affirmative: in which a predicate is assigned to 
some subject. (Example: Humanity is a biped.) 
(b) Negative: in which a predicate is abstracted from 
some subject. (Example: No humans are fish.) 


(c) Infinite: in which a single proposition assigns and 
abstracts predicates to some subject. (Example: 
Humanity is not-a-fly.) 


(4) Relation 

(a) Categorical: in which a predicate is either asigned 
to, or abstracted from, some subject. (Examples: All 
husbands are men; no husbands are women; etc.) 

(b) Hypothetical: in which a consequent is connected 
with a condition. (Example: If I win the game, I will 
be glad.) 

(c) Disjunctive: in which mutually exclusive alterna- 
tives are affirmed. (Example: Either I am home in 
bed, or I am at the college teaching.) 


(5) Modality 

(a) Affirmative: in which a predicate is assigned to 
some subject. (Example: Humanity is a biped.) 

(b) Assertorical: in which a predicate is assigned to, or 
abstracted from, some subject, simply. (Example: 
John is, or is not, sleeping.) 

(c) Apodictical: in which a predicate is assigned to, or 
abstracted from, some subject, necessarily. (Exam- 
ple: John must, or must not, be sleeping.) 


Since the faculty of pronouncing such judgments upon experi- 
ence exactly corresponds to and exhausts the whole power of 
thought, “there arise exactly so many pure conceptions of the 
understanding, applying a priori to objects of intuition in gen- 
eral, as there are logical functions in all possible judgments. . . . 
this division is made systematically from a common principle, 
namely, the faculty of judgment (which is just the same as the 
power of thought), and has not arisen rhapsodically from a 


search at haphazard after pure conceptions.”” As Weldon puts 
the point: “Kant maintains that each form of judgment, when 
carefully considered, is found to assert between the concepts 
which it synthesizes just the kind of connection which is e&- 
pressed by one of the concepts corresponding to his table of .. . 
categories.”* 

In this summer, Kant arrived at a list of twelve categories of 
the understanding which correspond systematically with the 
types of judgment as indicated above: 


(1) Quantity (3) Relation 
(a) Unity (a) Substance 
(b) Plurality (b)Causation 
(c) Totality (c) Reciprocity 

(2) Quality (4) Modality 
(a) Reality (a) Possibility 
(b) Negation (b) Existence 
(c) Limitation (c) Necessity® 


Except for some critical alterations to be suggested in the se- 
quel, the correspondence between the types of judgment and the 
derived categories is so sufficiently obvious that only a few i- 
lustrations of the correlation need to be cited. An especially 
clear example may be drawn from the relation of an hypotheti- 
cal judgment to the underlying or basic category of causation. 
Such a judgment “asserts the kind of connection which is ex- 
pressed in the conception of the relation of ground and conse- 
quent. . . . The bare formulation of an hypothetical proposition 
implies that I understand the telation of something conditioned 


‘ Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 61, 62. 
87D. Weldon, Introduction to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, p. 89. 
8 Prolegomena, p. 61. 


to that which is its condition.”'° And so with every type of 
logical judgment: each basic type implies a previous posses- 
sion, by the mind, of a synthetic a priori form of thought in 
terms of which the judgment itself---and hence an intelligible 
experience is possible. 

The one derivation that seems unusually difficult, as Kant 
himself affirms, is that of the category of reciprocity or com- 
munity from the disjunctive judgment.'' But a few observa- 
tions will, I think, remove the difficulty. In a disjunctive 
Judgment, as distinguished from a mere alternative judgment, a 
number of situations are posited in such a way that they deter- 
mine each other reciprocally---in an alternative judgment, both 
or all of the proposed situations may hold simultaneously, as in 
the proposition: Either I am studying or I am wearing a green 
shirt; in a true disjunctive, the situations are mutually exclusive, 
as in the example cited in the table above. That is, in a true dis- 
junctive, if one alternative is affirmed, the others are excluded 
by implication. 

Now the very making of such a judgment implies that I under- 
stand the relation of reciprocal causation: in a body, for exam- 
ple---and this is Kant’s illustration---the various parts mutually 
attract, repel, and condition each other.'* Nor is this category 
the same as that in which I understand the relation of ground 
and consequent simply: for this last relation is a unilateral one 
in which x causes y, whereas by the category of reciprocity I 
cogitate a mutual causal interaction between xand y. It is a- 
cording to this category of reciprocity that the understanding 
represents to itself the parts of a whole “as having---each of 
them---an existence (as substances), independently of the oth- 
ers, and yet as united in one whole.” 


10 Weldon, op. cit., p. 89. 

i. Critique of Pure Reason, p. 65. 
'? Ibid., pp. 65, 66. 

'S Ibid., p. 66. 


One further remark may be made about the fact that the cate- 
gories form triads. Each third category, Kant notes, “Arises 
from the combination of the second with the first... Thus... 
Community [Reciprocity] is the causality of a substance, recip- 
rocally determining and determined by other substances . . .”"* 
But this does not mean that the third member is a deduced and 
not a primitive conception. For in connecting the first two to 
achieve the third, there is required a special exercise of the un- 
derstanding, not contained simply in the exercise of the first 
two.” 

Limitation of the categories.---Having made considerable 
concessions to apriorism, Kant then proceeds to place serious 
strictures on the categories in their applicability. The forms of 
thought are subject to two principal limitations: (1) first, they 
are legitimately applicable and significant only within the realm 
of possible sense experience, so that we cannot by their use 
pass beyond the limits of such experience to make affirmations 
about supposed realities which transcend the realm of possible 
empirical intuition or sensation.'© In fact, when any such 4- 
tempt is made, the mind falls into a series of hopeless 
contradictions which Kant called the antinomies of pure rea- 
sd@)' Second, the categories give us no knowledge whatever of 
things-in-themselves beyond the bare fact of their existence as 
the cause of our sensations: only that is known by the categories 
which consists in things as they appear to us. In Kant’s own 
terminology,'® the categories give us no noumenal but only 
phenomenal knowledge: “Beyond objects of experience, Le., 


'4 Tbid., pp. 64, 65. 
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concerning things as noumena, all positive knowledge was cor- 
rectly denied to the speculative reason.’””” 


Critical Alteration 


Introductory remarks.---Lest there should be any misappre- 
hension, allow me to say that I accept without reservation 
Kant’s contentions both for a synthetic a priori factor in knowl- 
edge, and for the derivation of the categories nvolved in this 
factor from the basic types of logical judgment. I further accept 
Kant’s doctrine that the synthetic a priori element in knowledge 
is strictly categorical and relational: i.e., the categories give us, 
of themselves, no content of knowledge concerning real exis- 
tences which are independent of the mind; they are simply 
forms of thought to which such content must be extraneously 
furnished. As Kemp Smith says: “Their sole function is to serve 
in the interpretation of contents otherwise supplied.””” 

But while Kant’s epistemology of rational empiricism is thus 
generally acceptable, its detail requires alteration along three 
lines: (1) the precise number of the categories may be reduced 
by the corresponding reduction of certain of the types of logical 
judgment to more basic types; (2) the Egitimate application of 
the categories extends beyond their relation to actual or possible 
sense experience; (3) the categories are forms of things-in 
themselves (noumena) as well as forms of thought, or of things 
as they appear to us (phenomena). 

The numerical reduction of the categories.---If the number of 
basic types of logical judgment can be reduced, this will, «- 
cording to Kant’s own principle, imply a correlated reduction in 
the mmber of presuppositions which are basic to all thought. 


V7 Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, p. 153. 
°° Norman Kemp Smith, A Commentary to Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, p. (Footnote: 


vi. 


The possibility of such a reduction must therefore be considered 
in connection with each of the four classes of judgment. 

(1) Concerning judgments of quantity.---The problem in this 
class concerns whether a singular judgment may be tegarded as 
either a universal or a particular, so that the category of totality 
would be a strict derivative from unity and plurality in combi- 
nation. 

The singular judgment certainly has affinities to both the uni- 
versal and the particular: to the former, because the predicate 
refers to all that the subject term as such connotes; to the latter, 
because, if the subject be regarded as one of a class (Socrates, 
e.g., being a human), a singular judgment may be said to affirm 
a predicate of a subject in one particular instance. 

Watson, as usual in his analysis, defends Kant here: while he 
admits that formal logic treats the individual judgment as uni- 
versal and that this is justifiable “When we abstract from all the 
content of knowledge and deal only with the relation of whole 
and part, [it] is not almissible when we use the functions of 
judgment as a clue to all the modes of unity belonging to the 
constitution of thought.” 

But this analysis appears fallacious: for, as Kant himself 
would admit, when we derive the categories, it is just the form 
of the judgment alone, and not the content of it that must be 
considered. And since a singular judgment is distinct from a 
universal only by considering the content of a given judgment, 
the derivation of a separate category from a singular judgment 
is unjustified.” I therefore conclude that the concept of totality 
is not a basic category, but is implied in the conjunction of the 
categories of unity and plurality. 

(2) Concerning judgments of quality.---The problem in this 
class concerns whether the so-called infinite judgment is actu- 


oY Fy: Watson, Kant and His English Critics, p. 69. 
°? Smith, op. cit., p. 192. 


ally a separate type, or reduces to a negative judgment, so that 
the category of limitation is included in the conjunction of the 
categories of reality and negation and is not a distinct and basic 
form of thought. 

Since the infinite judgment is somewhat difficult to compre- 
hend, an illustration may be illuminating. Take the proposition: 
Humanity is not a fly. Now in this judgment it appears that we 
both assign and abstract a predicate: we abstract the predicate 
fly, but we assign the predicate not-a-fly.~’ Since the infinite 
judgment thus combines in itself, by a single proposition, the 
elements of both affirmation and negation, it has been held by 
some Kantians that the derivation of a separate category here is 
justifiable.~* 

But as a matter of fact, it can be shown that the infinite judg- 
ment is not a separate type. For the term not-a-fly---to revert to 
our example---does not signify the nature of anything and is 
therefore not a true term. “As we should not take the trouble to 
affirm of humanity nothing in particular, the only point of the 
judgment must lie in denying of humanity something in partic u- 
lar; so that the meaning of the ‘infinite’ judgment .. . lies in the 
negative judgment.” 

Since therefore the infinite judgment does not actually make a 
particular affirmation, it is merely a type of negative judg- 
ment.” I therefore conclude that since the infinite judgment re- 
duces to the negative in this manner, the concept of limitation, 
as a basic form of thought, is not legitimately derived there- 
from, but is already included in the conjunction of the catego- 
ries of reality and negation. 


°3 Tilustration from H. W. B. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic, p. 42. 
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(3) Concerning judgments of relation.---In this class, it is sug- 
gested, all the types reduce to simple categorical form. 

For first, a hypothetical judgment can be stated as a categori- 
cal: If A is B, it is C, may be stated in the form, A that is B is C. 
In this case, it would then appear that a hypothetical judgment 
is already included as a derivative from the categorical. But 
this reduction seems to me to be invalid for the following rea- 
sons: (i) The notion or idea of a qualification of the subject A in 
the manner which appears in the second proposition would not 
have arisen if the mind possessed the category of existence or 
substance alone; for the attribution of such a limitation implies 
an understanding of the relation between ground and conse- 
quent such as appears most clearly in the hypothetical judg- 
ment. (ii) The form of the suggested categorical mplies that 
the condition is fulfilled, that it is embodied in an instance: but 
it is of the nature of an ultimate category that the judgment 
from which it is derived have reference merely to the form, and 
not to the content of the judgment in specific instances: and 
only the true hypothetical thus connects a consequent with a 
condition which is not cetermined as fulfilled or embodied in 
actual instances. 

(iii) Finally, the reduction is possible only in cases of strictly 
logical implication in which only three terms are involved. If 
more than three terms appear, the reduction is difficult, if not 
impossible. For example: If A is B, C is D. How can this form 
be reduced to a categorical proposition in the manner sug- 
gested? The following might be suggested: A is B means C is 
D. But this is not strictly a categorical proposition at all, but 
reverts to the hypothetical under a different format; for it clearly 
involves the connection of a condition with a consequence. 
Such a connection is not implied in a purely categorical propo- 
sition. 

I concluded, therefore, on these three grounds, that the reduc- 
tion of the hypothetical to the categorical is illegitimate and that 


therefore the category of causation is not analytically implied in 
that of substance. In fact, the very notion of analytical implica- 
tion appears to rest on that basic category of thought to which 
the hypothetical judgment corresponds. 

But again, a disjunctive proposition may be stated as a series 
of hypotheticals. Take the disjunctive alternative proposition: 
A is either B. or C. If this proposition be considered as a sim- 
ple alternative (i.e., in which neither of the alternatives would 
by its affirmation necessarily exclude the other), it may be 
stated as follows: If A is not B, it is C; If A is not C, itis B. If 
the proposition be considered as a true disjunctive (i.e., in 
which the affirmation of one alternative excludes the other), it 
may be stated as follows: If A is B, it is not C; If A is C, it is 
not B. Now if these reductions are legitimate, it would appear 
that the disjunctive reduces to the hypothetical, and that the 
category of reciprocity is already included in that of simple cau- 
sation. 

Yet here again the reduction seems to me to be invalid. (i) 
The combination of hypotheticals thus suggested would not 
arise unless the mind possessed already an understanding of 
such a reciprocal relation as is involved in the combinations as 
here stated. To express the disjunctive, in other words, a power 
of thought, distinct from that needed for expressing a strict hy- 
pothetical, is quired: namely, that power by means of which 
the hypotheticals are thus mutually related in pairs. But this 
can only mean that the combination itself presupposes the dis- 
junctive judgment as basic. After all, it takes all four hy- 
potheticals to express the complete disjunctive idea: and no 
reason can be given for the combination if thought does not 
have a distinct capacity for thus relating proposed situations. 
Certainly a simple hypothetical implies no thought of mutual 
reciprocity: but this is implied in the disjunctive. 

(ii) Even aside from the preceding point, the combined ly- 
potheticals do not express all that is involved in the alternative- 


disjunctive type. In the case of the alternative pair, the original 
statement implies that at least one, perhaps both, of the situa- 
tions is the case; whereas the two hypotheticals, if truly hypo- 
thetical, leave the situation completely indeterminate. In the 
case of the disjunctive pair, the statement implies that at least 
one, perhaps both, of the situations is not the case; whereas 
again the hypotheticals do not rise to the expression of this m- 
plication. 

I therefore conclude that the disjunctive is a distinct basic type 
of judgment and that therefore is represents a different aspect of 
the power of thought from that included in the hypothetical. It 
follows that the category of reciprocity does not reduce to that 
of causation as such. 

(4) Concerning judgments of modality.---The real significance 
of these judgments is that they mark differences in the certainty 
with which we hold an opinion, so far as ordinary predication is 
concermed. But are they really distinct basic types of judgment? 

Now there seems to be no point in distinguishing between an 
assertorical and a categorical proposition: the only problem, in 
my opinion, concerns whether the category cerived from this 
type of judgment should be called existence or substance. The 
crux of the problem arises when we consider the fact that sub- 
stances are not the only objective realities: beside substances, 
there are objective reals that we call relations. For example, 
when I say: This house is wooden, I make an affirmation about 
its relational character. Now both statements relate to an objec- 
tive or existential situation: both refer to the reality in question. 

Now if we should maintain that the proper category to derive 
from the assertorical or categorical judgment is substance, we 
would be denying the power of thought to make the type of te- 
lational judgments exemplified---which contradicts experience. 
On the other hand, the category existence would include both 
substances and relations: and I therefore conclude that the form 


of thought underlying a categorical or assertorical proposition is 
properly denominated by that very term, namely, existence. 

With regard to problematical and apodictical judgments, how- 
ever, no reduction seems possible. While it may be the case 
that on a deterministic view of the world, the is equals the pos- 
sible equals the necessary; still we must retain these basic types 
of judgment for two reasons: (i) First, the deterministic view of 
the world has not been proved: and even if it should be proved, 
it could only be by employing the very forms of thought that 
are disputed as basic types. To show that a deterministic meta- 
physic was the case, we should have to show, first, that it was 
logically possible, and second, that it was sationally necessary. 
But to do this would necessarily employ these very categories 
to establish our case: we could hardly turn back on our own ar- 
gument to deny that possibility and necessity (and their oppo- 
sites by negation) were basic forms of thought. (ii) Second, to 
restate the same point in a different context: thought does cogi- 
tate things as possible or impossible, necessary or contingent. 
And even the Absolute Mind, if such there be, could be c- 
prived of these forms of thought only on the supposition of a 
determinism which, as we have seen, cannot be established 
without the use of these very forms. 

I therefore conclude hat the apodictical and problematical 
judgments are basic types and that from them thought may posit 
the categories of necessity and contingency, possibility and m- 
possibility. 

When the suggested and established alterations are made, the 
following list of judgments and corresponding categories re- 
sults: 


Judgments Categories 


Quantity Quantity 
Universal Unity 


Particular Plurality 


Quality Quality 
Affirmative Reality 
Negative Negation 

Relation Relation 
Categorical (Assertorical) Existence” 
Hypothetical Causation 
Disjunctive Reciprocity 

Modality Modality 
Problematical Possibility 
Apodictical Necessity 


°7 Since the categorical and assertorical judgments involve the same power of thought, 
this type of judgment, with its corresponding category, may be classed either under rela- 
tion or modality. 


The application of the categories beyond the realm of sense. -- 
-Kant’s position is that the categories are legitimately applica- 
ble only within the limits of sensuous content, only with respect 
to the possible experience of the sensuous world. Nothing 
qualifies as knowledge, on the speculative or theoretical level, 
unless it has sensuous content. 

But can this position be consistently maintained? I think that 
it cannot for two definite reasons: 

(1) The statement itself is either meaningless or self- 
contradictory. Either this statement is an item of speculative 
knowledge or not. If it is not, then it cannot form a kgitimate 
basis for a theory of speculative knowledge, and it therefore is 
ultimately meaningless from an epistemological point of view. 
But if it is an item of speculative knowledge, then it is false: for 
this statement does not relate to sensuous content and is there- 
fore, by its own assertion, not a true proposition of speculative 
knowledge. Thus we end up with the curious conclusion that 
the statement can only be true by being false---which is self- 
contradictory. In either case---whether the original proposition 
is Or is not an item of speculative knowledge---Kant’s position 
cannot be maintained without absurdity. 

(2) The position reduces to that empiricism which Kant him- 
self attempts to avoid. Kant maintains---with great cogency I 
think---that the knowledge situation involves a nonempirical 
element, namely, the categorical structure of the mind which is 
the precondition of all possible experience. Now either this 
theory of innate categories is an item of speculative knowledge 
or not. If it is not, then the whole theory is undermined ipso 
facto: for that which is not an item of speculative knowledge 
cannot be the basis of the possibility of speculative knowledge 
itself. If, on the other hand, I do have, or can have, a specula- 
tive knowledge of the categories, so that they may become the 
basis of an epistemological position, then my knowledge of 


these very categories is a knowledge devoid of sensuous con- 
tent. 

In coming to a knowledge of the categories themselves I have 
passed from an analysis of possible or actual experience to ob- 
jects of knowledge which are distinguishable by the very - 
sence of sensuous content. It follows that either there is no 
nonempirical factor in knowledge, or else it is false to say that 
all valid speculative knowledge is of an dbject with sensuous 
content: since the former is the very empiricism which Kant 
wished to avoid---and which we are ourselves about to refute in 
the sequel---the latter position ought logically to have been a- 
firmed by him. 

What is the ultimate issue of these considerations? It is, as we 
shall see, that no objection can be brought against the possibil- 
ity of a speculative metaphysic on the ground that such specula- 
tive knowledge is possible only within the limits of sensation. 
But more of this point in Part IIT. 

The application of the categories to the knowledge of things- 
in-themselves.**---Kant maintains that the categories give us no 
knowledge of things-in-themselves (noumena), but only a 
knowledge of things as they appear to us (phenomena): the 
categories, in other words, are forms of thought only and not 
conditions for the objective or independent existence of things 
apart from their being known. He asserts in fact that there is no 
Third Way: “either experience makes these conceptions possi- 
ble, or the conceptions make experience possible.””’ But since 
the first alternative is merely the empiricism that Kant has al- 
ready rejected, he therefore affirms the second and maintains 
that the intelligible structure of the world is imposed upon the 
stuff of experience by the mind. 


°8 G.H. Clark, A Christian View of Men and Things, p. 314, has a good discussion on this 
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In a single paragraph Kant dismisses the preformation system 
as he calls it’ According to such a view in its best 
form---Kant’s own statement of it is defective---the categories 
are both forms of thought and forms of things. They are “sub- 
jective aptitudes for thought implanted in us contemporane- 
ously with our existence, which were so ordered and disposed 
by our Creator, that their exercise perfectly harmonizes with the 
laws of nature which regulate experience.””’ 

Kant poses two objections against such a theory: (1) That 
there would be, in that case, no principle for determining the 
number of such aptitudes with precision. (2) That the catego- 
ries “would in this case entirely lose that character of necessity 
which is essentially involved in the very conception of them.” 
That is, if the categories are merely subjective aptitudes, how 
do I know that they are not merely valid for me, rather than be- 
ing preconditions of all possible experience? 

But can Kant’s limitation of the categories to the knowledge 
of phenomena be consistently maintained? I think not for the 
following reasons: 

(1) The position is self-contradictory and reduces to skepti- 
cism. When it is said that the categories give us no knowledge 
of noumena, these noumena are asserted to exist as the origin or 
cause for the raw materials of sensation. But in thus admitting 
the existence of noumenal reality, I have already admitted that 
the application of the categories effects some knowledge of 
things-in-themselves---which is contrary to the hypothesis. In 
fact, that the categories yield no knowledge of things-in- 
themselves would be an unintelligible proposition if it were not 
false: since it assumes that very knowledge of noumenal reality 
which it denies. 


°° Tbid., pp. 95, 96. 
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3? Idem. 


If, to escape this predicament, I retreat to the position that the 
categories cannot even conclude the existence of a noumenal 
reality, the difficulty is not actually alleviated. For either there 
is, or there is not, a noumenal reality distinct from the phe- 
nomenal. Now the position that there is no such noumenal real- 
ity is identical with a form of solipsism which asserts that only 
the succession of ideas is real. Apart from the fact that this po- 
sition is itself logically untenable,” such a doctrine cannot deny 
that the categories give us no knowledge of things-in- 
themselves: for on this view my knowledge of things is pre- 
cisely a knowledge of them as they are in themselves, since 
they are nothing but my experience of them in the succession of 
ideas. It is therefore logically absurd for the solipsist to deny 
noumenal knowledge. Hence, such a denial is logically possi- 
ble only if one rejects solipsism and by that very fact aserts 
that noumenal reality does exist. But this is Kant’s original ar- 
gument which has already been shown to be self-contradictory. 
It turns out that the very statement that the categories cannot 
give us a knowledge of the existence of noumenal reality sug- 
gests its own falsity. If there were no noumenal reality, and f I 
therefore had no knowledge of it whatever, it would never oc- 
cur to me to deny the possibility of knowing such a teality. It 
follows that the contention is false that the categories yield no 
knowledge of the existence of noumena. 

I conclude that Kant’s limitation of the categories to the 
knowledge of phenomena reduces to self-contradictory skepti- 
cism and is therefore uttenable. The categories do give us a 
knowledge of things-in-themselves. The precise mode of this 
knowledge will form the substance of Chapter IV of this part. 

(2) The preformation system must therefore be maintained, 
nor are Kant’s objections to it of any serious consequence. As 
for his insistence that there would, on this view, be no way of 
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determining the number of categories; the derivation of such 
categories from the various types of logical judgment is just as 
applicable on the preformation view as it is for Kant’s own po- 
sition. As for the suggestion that the categories might be valid 
only for me instead of being preconditions for all possible ex- 
perience; not only does this point press with equal force upon 
Kant, but we have already shown that such a skepticism is self- 
contradictory and invalid: the very statement---the categories 
are valid only for me---could not be true unless i were false. 
Even God does not snatch the categories out o the blue: if the 
categories are actually preconditions of intelligibility, they are 
just as essential for divine thought as for human. That the cate- 
gories are implanted aptitudes does not impugn their absolute 
necessity, if only we remember that the same categories are 
presupposed in any intelligent experience whatever; so that 
their implantation proceeds according to that very necessity t- 
self. 

Conclusion.---With the modifications that have now been sug- 
gested, we stand ready to defend rational empiricism as the only 
adequate epistemology. To such a defense we forthwith 
proceed. 


CHAPTER II 


POSITIVE DEFENSE OF THE SYNTHETIC 
A PRIORI NATURE OF THE CATE- 
GORICAL STRUCTURE 


The Basic Argument 


How, IT MAY BE ASKED, can we prove that the knowledge ex- 
perience does involve a synthetic a priori factor? As a matter of 
fact, there is only one basic argument in terms of which this as- 
sertion can be proved. It consists in showing, positively, that 
intelligible experience is possible only in terms of such a factor; 
and, negatively, that the denial of the synthetic a priori is either 
self-contradictory or meaningless. 

Now it is admitted at the outset that this proof is, in a very real 
sense, circular: that is, it depends upon the operation of the 
very categories that it is designed to prove. But this fact merely 
confirms the theory itself as a part of speculative knowledge: 
for the theory itself holds that no knowledge---hence, not even 
that of itself---is possible apart from the application of the cate- 
gorical structure to data of experience. And if anyone should 
attempt to refute our position without using these very same 
categories, their refutation would be meaningless. 


Hence, there is, strictly speaking, no proof of the categories in 
terms of more basic principles, since the categories themselves 
are the basic principles of intelligibility. Our task therefore is 
simply to show that every knowledge experience does presup- 
pose a synthetic a priori factor: that even the opponent of 1a- 
tional empiricism can state their case only on the supposition 
that it is false. 


Intelligible Experience Presupposes the 
Synthetic A Priori 


Kant himself propounded this argument: “The objective valid- 
ity of the categories, as a priori conceptions, will rest upon this, 
that experience (as far as regards the form of thought) is possi- 
ble only by their means. For in that case they apply necessarily 
and a priori to objects of experience, because only through them 
can an object of experience be thought.” 

The gist o the argument is this: either the categories are thus a 
priori or they are derived from experience. But an experiential 
derivation of the categories is impossible because only by their 
means can an object be thought in the first place. Since the 
categories are preconditions of all possible knowledge, they 
cannot have been derived from an experience of particular ob- 
jects: the very first experience would be unintelligible without a 
structure of mind to analyze it. 

At the same time, it is to be granted that the categories arise as 
ideas in consciousness only upon the occasion of observation 
and reflection. But this is a far different thing from saying that 
such categories are derived from observation and _ reflec- 
tion---any more than the water in a spraygun is derived from the 
push on its pump, although admittedly it rises into the atmos- 
phere upon the occasion of such a push. And just at the spray 
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would not exist without both the water and the push, so knowl- 
edge could not exist without both the innate categories and the 
data of experience. Such “a proof by reference to the possibil- 
ity of experience is a proof of the principle by showing that it is 
presupposed in all empirical judgments so that if we did not ac- 
cept it we should have to adopt the position of the absolute 
skeptic.” 

After all, either thought starts with some general principles 
with which the mind is initially equipped, or it cannot start at 
all. Thought consists of ideas and judgments, as we have seen: 
and the very first act of judging presupposes that the thinker has 
a structure of thought in terms of which subject and predicate 
may be united according to certain relations. 

As Bergson---whose defense of the synthetic a priori is most 
brilliant, though defective as we shall see---puts the point: 


Intelligence, therefore, naturally makes use of rela- 
tions of like with like, of content to container, of 
cause to effect, etc., which are implied in every 
phrase in which there is a subject, an atribute and a 
verb, expressed or understood. ... May one say that 
it has innate knowledge of each of these relations in 
particular? In whatever way we make the analysis of 
thought, we always end with one or several general 
categories, of which the mind possesses innate 
knowledge since it makes a natural use of them... . 
What is innate in intellect . . . is the tendency to e- 
tablish relations, and this tendency implies the natural 
knowledge of certain very general relations, a kind of 
stuff that the activity of each particular intellect will 
cut up into more special relations.” 


* Idem. 
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In other words, our first intelligible experiences, our first acts 
of judgment, would not occur without such innate equipment, 
although perhaps Bergson is mistaken in calling this equipment 
innate knowledge as such. But judgments do in fact begin in 
our experience; we do assert and deny predicates of subjects. It 
follows that the general principles or categories which are pre- 
supposed in every act of thought, must be innate: not as ideas in 
consciousness, but as forms by which thought operates. 

An illustration may clarify the point: Every intelligent action 
presupposes tools or means to its fulfillment. Suppose, for ex- 
ample, that I am going to build a garage. Now I will need 
means to accomplish this end: and the means will be of two 
types. First, I will need materials with which to build: wood, 
nails, cement, glass, paint, etc. Second, I will need carpenter 
tools to manipulate these materials: hammer, saw, plane, etc. 

Now it is to the tools that I would direct your attention at the 
moment. You might say that I could acquire the tools from an 
extraneous source: certainly I was not born with a hammer in 
my hand. But I was born with a hand or two: and the acquisi- 
tion of extraneous tools presupposes that I have this constitu- 
tional equipment to acquire them. More than that, it 
presupposes a knowledge of my environment and the capacity 
to make judgments about that environment: for example, the 
judgment that certain materials and tools are adaptable as 
means to the building of a garage, or even that a garage is 
adaptable as means to some other end, and so forth. Ultimately, 
it is just the faculty of judgment itself that is presupposed prior 
to experience, even for the simple task of building a garage. 
And people do build garages, don’t they? 

Now you might say that I could get a garage built without us- 
ing my hands or even lifting a finger, namely, by getting others 
to do the work. And you would be right---very much so in my 
case. But if I do get others thus to work for me, I must still em- 


ploy the power of judgment in a number of ways: to conceive 
the building of a garage and its possibility, to make my inten- 
tion known to the persons I wish to employ, etc. And in gen- 
eral, every intelligent action presupposes the minds’ power of 
judging with respect to presented data of experience. 

But, as we have already seen previously, the power of judging 
presupposes the mind’s initial possession, as tools or forms of 
thought, of the basic relations which make intelligent judgment 
possible. Thus from such an intelligent ation as the building 
of a garage, I reach, by process of inference, the necessity of a 
synthetic a priori element in knowing. Indeed, it may be said 
that if intelligence did not possess the determinate conditions 
which make judgments possible---i.e., the categories---there 
would be no way of distinguishing it from non-intelligence: in 
fact, there would be no way of distinguishing it from non- 
intelligence: in fact, there would be no way of distinguishing 
anything from anything else, since such a distinction ultimately 
presupposes the mind’s innate power of thought. It can only be 
concluded therefore, that the mind does come to experiential 
data with a categorical structure which it necessarily employs in 
understanding these data; or that intelligible experience is im- 
possible: and since this last is self-contradictory by rendering 
itself unintelligible, the former alternative must stand. 

The whole point of our argument reaches its climax when we 
realize that we could not understand a definition of knowledge 
itself if we did not know what is was to know something: so 
that hopeless skepticism results unless we admit the synthetic a 
priori: “Knowledge . . . is, strictly speaking, indefinable in the 
sense that its meaning could not be conveyed to anyone who 
did not already know what the experience of knowing was. To 
know what knowledge is, you must first known what it is to 
know something.” This predicament serves to illustrate clearly 
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the fact that knowledge could not begin unless the basic pre- 
suppositions of intelligibility itself were a priori characteristic 
of rationality. 

Even the professing empiricists somehow beat themselves out 
the back door on just such problems as this one. Thus C. I. 
Lewis---whose attempt to refute the synthetic a priori are al- 
most notoriously well known---raises a whole host of questions 
which cannot be solved without repudiating the empirical 
viewpoint: 


Is it requisite to knowledge that the warrant of it be 
complete and sufficient to justify what is believed? 
In part, our empirical cognitions are bases upon sense 
data, at least in typical cases. But that these by them- 
selves do not constitute justification of the belief is 
suggested by the fact of illusion. Typically there 
must be some reliance upon other and like empirical 
beliefs, taken as antecedently assured. Must this kind 
of ground of our belief also lie within our apprehen- 
sion if the belief is to be justified as knowledge? And 
must this ground itself be likewise grounded? And 
must this ground of the ground be warranted, and the 
warrant of it lie within our apprehension---and so on; 
unless or until we come to something in such regress, 
which is given and self-warranting and is sufficient 
for all which it must support? And if so, can any em- 
pirical cognition possible to us stand up under this 
requirement?” 


Lewis, I think, never succeeds in answering these problems, 
although he spends hundreds of pages in the attempt. But this 
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observation about empiricism brings us to the negative part of 
our basic argument. 


The Denial of the Synthetic A Prior Is Either Self-contradictory 
Or Meaningless 


If the mind does not approach experience with an innate cate- 
gorical structure, then, since it is indisputable that we do think 
in terms of certain categories, this synthetic element must have 
been derived from the data of experience: Le., all synthetic 
knowledge must be traced to a purely empirical origin. But 
this, it is evident, is simply the affirmation that the only alterna- 
tive to synthetic apriorism is empiricism. 

Now empiricism, therefore, is the doctrine that all synthetic 
knowledge is derived from sense experience. But either this 
statement itself is an item of synthetic knowledge or it is not. If 
it is not an item of synthetic knowledge, then it must be an ana- 
lytic statement, in which case it is eather a mere tautology, or a 
definition arbitrarily proposed without experiential justification. 
Now if it is a mere tautology, then it is actually meaningless as 
the basis for a theory of knowledge. As Joad suggests,° a tau- 
tology is a saying again of what has been said. And “if we were 
to ask the question, what is the same thing that, having been 
said once already, is said again by the verification principle 
[i.e., by the basic tenet of empiricism], I do not know what the 
answer may be.” Nor will the situation be helped by maintain- 
ing that in the statement of the empirical theory the predicate is 
tautologous with respect to the subject, as: knowledge is the 
content derived from sense experience; for this statement could 
be a tautology only on grounds that establish the identity be- 
tween subject and predicate, since the identity does not appear 
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from the proposition itself, else there would be no argument 
about epistemology. And if the statement must be thus sup- 
ported by grounds, it is not an analytic identity or tautology. 

The principle is not therefore an obvious tautology: and hence 
it must be either a purely arbitrary definition, or an analytic de- 
rivative from such a definition, and thus be tautological merely 
by hypothesis or supposition. But in this case, it is a very 
strange statement indeed: for while a mere definition does not 
profess to tell us anything about the world of sense, the princi- 
ple of empiricism professes to tell us everything about it. Fur- 
thermore, as an arbitrary definition, it is no more than an 
expression of the determination of certain persons to use words 
in a certain manner: it therefore tells us nothing about the crite- 
ria of genuine knowledge, which must transcend individual 
preference or collapse; and the theory is consequently meaning- 
less as a basis for epistemology.°* 

But suppose then that the empirical theory is an item of syn- 
thetic knowledge. By its very assertion it must therefore be ar- 
rived at by induction from sensory facts, or else it is false. Now 
in point of fact, there are no relevant sense experiences of 
which it is a generalization. To quote Joad again: “I cannot... 
conceive what kind of sense-experience would verify the prin- 
ciple that the meaning of a statement is wholly verifiable in 
terms of the sense-experiences which verify it.” And further- 
more, if the empirical formula were a generalization, it could 
not be asserted to be universally the case, since it would then 
rest on an induction from a limited number of particulars: yet it 
claims to be true of all synthetic knowledge and is thus not n- 
tended as an empirical generalization. 

It follows that the empirical principle is false: for there are no 
relevant sensory experiences which could conceivably verify it; 
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and if there were, it could not be universally asserted because it 
would rest on a partial induction. Thus we reach the curious 
result that if the empirical principle is an item of synthetic 
knowledge, its truth involves its falsity---which is self- 
contradictory. 

Putting the two parts of our argument together: the denial of 
the synthetic a priori is thus shown to be either self- 
contradictory or meaningless for epistemology in general. And 
this was the point we set out to demonstrate. 

But a still deeper contradiction now bursts upon the empirical 
horizon. If the empirical principle is neither analytic, nor syn- 
thetic a posteriori, as we have shown, then it must be a syn- 
thetic a priori statement, for this is the only remaining 
alternative. But in this case the empirical theory again turns 
back upon itself: for the whole affirmation of the theory, from a 
negative point of view, is the denial that any synthetic a priori 
knowledge is possible. In general then, it may be asserted that 
every denial of the synthetic a priori works itself around to self- 
contradiction by necessarily affirming that very factor which it 
denied, or else rendering its own meaning unintelligible. 

In conclusion, the basic argument for the synthetic a priori 
factor in knowledge has been established: it has been shown 
both that intelligible experience is impossible without this fac- 
tor and that every denial of it nvolves its affirmation and thus 
suffers self-contradiction. Were it not for he factor that the 
empiricist denies, neither they nor anyone else could even un- 
derstand the very denial itself. 


Illustrations 


There are, in fact, an indefinite number of ways in which to 
illustrate or exemplify this basic argument for our position. But 
perhaps the three following examples or modes of inference 
will suffice: 


Every attempt to derive the categories from the data of e- 
perience presupposes their use in the attempted derivation.---If 
I attempt, for example, to derive the category of causation from 
experience, I find that I have already used this very structure of 
thought to infer the presence of an dbject and thus make the 
possibility of existential experience intelligible. And the pas- 
sage in thought, furthermore, from objects of experience to the 
conclusion of the causal category, would itself presuppose the 
whole power of judging---and hence the categorical structure--- 
in terms of which such a movement of thought is possible. If in 
fact a basic category like causation were derived from the data 
of experience, would it ever occur to me to raise any question 
about the mode in which the derivation might be possible? 

Clark gives an interesting illustration of our point by posing a 
situation in which a child is supposed to learn to count by using 
marbles. The truth seems to be that unless the child comes to 
experience with at least the categories of unity and plurality, he 
can never learn to count. For suppose he had six marbles; yet 
he does not know this, for he is going to learn to count. Now 
he cannot learn by dividing these marbles into various groups, 
for he would have to know how to count to divide them signifi- 
cantly. And in fact, he would have ultimately to possess the 
whole categorical structure of rationality in order to have an n- 
telligible experience of the marbles at all. 

But perhaps someone will help the child by taking away five 
of the six marbles and leaving him only one: for he certainly 
must learn what one marble is if he is going to count six of 
them. But how does he know that it is one marble unless he al- 
ready has the concept or category of unity as a structure of 1a- 
tionality when he comes to the marbles in the first place?'° 
And so generally with the forms of thought which, like unity, 
make mathematical reasoning possible. In fact, if mathematical 
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truths were gained by induction from experience alone, they 
would occupy the status of empirical generalizations. But as 
Russell says: “The general propositions of mathematics, such as 
‘two and two always make four,’ can obviously be known with 
certainty by consideration of a single instance... .”"! 

The logical laws of identity, contradiction, excluded middle, 
and so on, cannot have been derived from the data of experi- 
ence.---Such logical laws prescribe, on our view, the self- 
consistent mode according to which the categories, in their n- 
teraction, ideally operate. Take the law of contradiction, for 
example, according to which a thing cannot both be and not be 
at the same time and in the same manner. Now if pure empiri- 
cism were correct, we ought to be able to deduce this law from 
our experience with objects. But the fact of the matter is that I 
could not be aware of sensing any particular object at all with- 
out first being able to distinguish it as this and not that, as one 
thing rather than another. But I must already be employing the 
law of contradiction in order to do this, since it is that law 
whereby I know that a thing cannot be two different objects si- 
multaneously and in the same sense; thus I employ the law at 
the very beginning of experience with objects.’ 

Furthermore, the mere cogitation of the law of contradiction is 
sufficient to establish its universality and necessity: but if it 
were derived from experience, it would not possess this a priori 
character, but would be an inductive generalization. As Clark 
has put it: “Empiricism therefore is conclusively shown to be 
skeptical because the law of contradiction cannot be abstracted 
or obtained from temporally conditioned particulars. And 
without the law of contradiction it is impossible to say anything 
meaningful.”"* 
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But if necessary logical laws do not, as we have shown, have 
a purely empirical origin, they must rest on the structure of 
thought itself, or---what is the same thing---the synthetic a pn- 
ori. And if it be said that such laws are analytic, then the a- 
swer is that an analytic statement is either a tautology or a 
definition. What meaning the former alternative would have 
here, I certainly do not know, nor do I think that any empiricist 
knows either: for I could not recognize a tautology unless I al- 
ready possessed the laws of logic to discern the relation te- 
tween the subject and predicate of one single proposition, or 
between one proposition and mother. Nor, on the other hand, 
could I formulate an intelligible prepositional definition without 
the same laws of logic. That these laws are analytic a priori 
therefore seems to me to be absurd. Such laws must therefore 
be based on a synthetic a priori. 

Universal and necessary judgments about reality would be 
impossible on a purely empirical basis. ---Bertrand Russell---not 
entirely without inconsistency---develops this point at some 
length in his epoch-making volume on Human Knowledge: Its 
Scope and Limits. What we learn by perception, he points out, 
is always particular and if we have any universal knowledge, it 
will have to come from another source.'* Induction will never 
give us a universal that is normative for tomorrow: yet this is 
just what science needs to predict the future: 


We most certainly do need some universal proposi- 
tion or propositions. . . . Whatever these principles of 
inference may be, they certainly cannot be logically 
deduced from facts of experience. Hither, therefore, 
we know something independently of experience, or 
science is moonshine.’ 


'4 Op. cit., p. 504. 
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Now the only other source than experience must be sought in a 
propensity of the mind itself: we must therefore come to &- 
perience with a certain propensity of structure in terms of which 
universal and necessary judgments are possible; nor can our 
knowledge of the principles involved in this structure be based 
upon experience as such.! 

If it occurs to someone to deny that universal and necessary 
propositions are possible, then the following analysis will serve 
to show him his mistake. In the first place, this proposition t- 
self---no universal and necessary propositions are possible---is 
either true or false. If the proposition is false, it is refuted at 
once. Suppose then that it is true: but in this case, since it as- 
serts, or better denies, the predicate universally and necessarily, 
it is, by its own criterion, false---which is self-contradictory. 
And if, to escape this conclusion, we allege that the statement is 
an empirical generalization, no easing of the situation will re- 
sult: for I dare say hat no one has an idea what the relevant 
sense facts are of which it is the generalization; in fact, what 
sense facts could possibly prove the impossibility of any nega- 
tive proposition of this type, even if the proof were inductive? 

In the second place, take the very proposition that no univer- 
sal proposition is attainable by induction from particulars. Now 
this statement is, I think, hardly susceptible of reasonable 
doubt: for no induction rests on all possible mstances, so that a 
universal proposition cannot be justified by appeal to such n- 
stances as are experienced. But this very proposition tself is a 
universal proposition: and therefore it cannot have been arrived 
at by empirical induction from particulars. 

But now a statement of this kind has only two other possible 
bases: either it is an arbitrary definition, or it rests ultimately on 
principles which the mind itself brings to experience. Yet it is 
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certainly not an arbitrary definition, for it commends itself as 
true to all rational minds. It follows that the universality and 
necessity of the original proposition are based upon the struc- 
ture which rationality possesses antecedently to contact with the 
data of experience: the statement therefore rests on a synthetic a 
priori basis. 

I therefore conclude that universal and necessary propositions 
lie at the base of all knowledge and acquire these characteristic 
from the innate categorical structure which reason brings to the 
data of experience. 


Conclusion 


In the light of our basic argument and its illustrations, it may 
be concluded that knowledge is either impossible, or else it is 
possible in terms of a synthetic apriori structure that the mind 
initially brings to the data of experience: since the former posi- 
tion embodies a self-contradictory skepticism, the latter must be 
affirmed. Rational empiricism has thus far won the day! 


CHAPTER III 


AN ANSWER TO OBJECTIONS AGAINST 
RATIONAL EMPIRICISM 


Introduction 


WHILE THE POSITIVE ARGUMENT for rational empiricism is n- 
tended to be a sufficient vindication of its all-inclusive episte- 
mological validity, the case for our position would not be 
critically complete without a consideration of the major objec- 
tions that are usually urged against the theory in philosophical 
circles. Such objections emanate from four particular sources 
which embody alternative theories with respect to the possibil- 
ity of knowledge. 

(1) Rationalism urges that synthetic apriorism has enbraced 
too little: not only the forms of thought are innate, but so also is 
the universal content of knowledge. 

(2) Empiricism urges that synthetic apriorism has embraced 
too much: there are indeed a priori principles of knowledge, but 
they are analytic or definitional rather than synthetic. 

(3) Pragmatism contends that rational empiricism neglects the 
presumed fact that forms of through arise as instruments for 
manipulating particular problem situations, rather than being 
synthetic categories which descend upon experience by a priori 
necessity. 


(4) Intuitionism, finally, asserts that while the basic forms of 
thought are synthetic a priori factors, these forms are not coex- 
tensive with the whole range of knowledge: the inner truth of 
things is unknowable by intellect which must therefore be sup- 
plemented by suprarational intuition. 

It is to the consideration of such contentions as these that our 
attention must now be directed. 


FROM THE VANTAGE POINT OF RATIONALISM 
The Objection Stated 


The first opponent to rational empiricism, then, is the rational- 
ist. While he has been wringing his hands with glee at our de- 
fense of the synthetic a priori factor in knowing, this premature 
joy of his is transcended by the disappointing affirmation of 
ours that the categorical structure must terminate on the data of 
experience to gain existential and objective content knowledge. 
To him, the argument has not pressed forward to its ultimate 
conclusion that all genuine knowledge---with respect to both 
form and content---is mnate in the mind of the knower and 
needs only to be called to the surface of experience upon the 
occasion of observation and reflection. For the rationalist, the 
individual mind, spider-like, spins forth knowledge in its en- 
tirety from within its own bowels. 

The first great proponent of this theory, to give it anything ap- 
proaching adequate expression, was Plato himself (427-347 
B.C.). True knowledge, according to Plato, is knowledge of the 
form or universal.' But these forms antedate our experience of 
knowing in a twofold way: (1) First, the whole realm of forms 
(universals) exists eternally apart both from the particular world 
of our experience and from our knowledge of such forms---and 
with this general contention of Plato, we have, in the present 
work, no particular dispute.” (2) But in the second place, the 
knowledge of this whole realm of universals has somehow d- 
ready been implanted in the soul at birth; so that a given knowl- 
edge experience---if it is true knowledge---consists in tecalling, 
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upon the proper occasion of observation and reflection, what 
was already known.” 

In support of the doctrine that all knowledge is innate--- 
knowledge consisting, as it does, of universals---Plato urges a 
number of arguments, the most important of which are the 
following: 

(1) First, no true universal can be abstracted from sensible 
particulars: so that either we have to deny the possibility of 
knowledge, or maintain that the mind brings the whole stock of 
universals a priori to the data of experience or sensation. There 
are, for example, no absolute equals in nature yet, when pre- 
sented with approximate equals, the mind forms the idea of ab- 
solute equality. And this can only mean that prior to 
experience "we must have had a knowledge of absolute equal- 
ity, or we could not have referred to that standard the equals 
(‘of here?) which are derived from the senses."” And so with 
our whole knowledge of universals: 


Must we not allow, that when I or anyone, looking at 
any object, observes that the thing which he sees 
aims at being some other thing, but falls short of, and 
cannot be, that other thing, but is inferior, he who 
makes this observation must have had a previous 
knowledge of that to which the other, although simi 
lar, was inferior?® 


(2) Second, knowledge must be innate because "if you put a 
question to a person in a right way, he will give a true answer of 
himself, but how could he do this unless there were knowledge 
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and right reason already in him?"’ That is, the fact that a per- 
son can give correct answers about a subject of which he has 
had no previous learning in this life implies that he already has 
a knowledge of the subject and merely calls it to mind upon the 
occasion of the proper questions.® And thus Plato says of the 
servant boy whom he used as an example in the Meno: 


If there have been always true thoughts in him. . . 
which only need to be awakened by putting questions 
to him, his soul must have always possessed this 
knowledge. . . . The truth of all things always existed 
in the soul...’ 


The essentials of this type of solution to the problem of 
knowledge are propounded by E. J. Carnell, though of course 
he would hold as against Plato that knowledge was implanted in 
the soul by creation:'° Plato himself, despite the clear statement 
just quoted, seems to be ambiguous on this point. According to 
Carnell, the a priori element in knowing must extend not only 
to the categorical structure, but to the content of knowledge by 
way of universals.'' The standards, for example, of truth, 
goodness, and beauty are "in the intelligible soul, to be per- 
ceived by an analysis of the content of rationality tself."'" Nor 
does this mean merely that the norms of knowledge are innate 
as structures or aptitudes; but rather also that the whole content 
of truth, in universals, is thus imbedded in the soul and needs 
merely to be called to the surface. Man possesses, by his very 
nature as a sational being, a body of ideas.'* And this content 
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knowledge is apparently to be conceived, along Platonic lines, 
as the whole body of intelligible forms.’ 

As applied to the knowledge of God, for example, this ration- 
alistic theory would imply, as Carnell maintains, that “because 
we know God’s existence and nature in our heart, we recognize 
Him in His handiwork. Thus the heavens declare the glory of 
God, for they constantly remind us that God exists.... If man 
did not know what to look for when he observed nature, it 
would be pointless for Paul to look upon nature as a means to 
bring all men under condemnation.” 


The Objection Answered 


Positive objections to the rationalistic position.---(1) The 
most basic objection to the rationalistic theory is this: that only 
that can be declared innate, or a priori in the mind, which is 
necessarily presupposed in the mind’s power of knowing; and 
that, since the whole range of universals is not thus presup- 
posed, it cannot be said to be innate. 

For what is presupposed in the mind’s power of knowing? 
While this question has been answered at some length in the 
preceding discussion, a summary will be helpful in the present 
context. The power of judgment exhausts, as we have seen, the 
mind’s whole power of thought in general: for knowing consists 
precisely in a series of self-consistent judgments. It follows 
that only that factor which is presupposed in the capacity of 
judgment may be legitimately called nnate. Now this capacity 
of judgment, as has been previously shown, presupposes pre- 
cisely that categorical structure of thought in which a basic 
thought form corresponds to each basic type of logical judg- 
ment. And this means that only the categorical structure of 
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thought may therefore be called innate, since this structure, and 
nothing more, is required, conjointly with the data of experi- 
ence, to account for the possibility of knowledge. 

Now it is granted that the categories themselves, when they 
arise as ideas in consciousness subsequently to observation and 
reflection may properly be called universal or general ideas. 
But it is denied: (a) that the mind’s innate equipment extends 
beyond the categorical structure to the whole range of univer- 
sals, for not all the universals are presupposed in the possibility 
of knowledge: the universal idea of cheese, for example, is not 
thus presupposed; (b) that the categorical structure may be cor- 
rectly designated as a series of ideas prior to contact with expe- 
riential data: the categories are rather, to be described as modes 
of thought, or as ways in which rationality and intelligence nec- 
essarily function. Of course, he categories might be called 
ideas or concepts if it were clear that this describes their charac- 
ter only after their intercourse with experience. 

(2) In the second place, the rationalistic theory is untenable 
because no intelligible meaning can be ascribed to the phrase 
innate idea, except that which limits the phrase to the categori- 
cal structure we have defended. 

The following meanings seem to exhaust the possibilities: 

(i) An idea of which the mind is conscious at birth: but---not 
to mention the fact that this theory has never been seriously 
propounded---this is manifestly false. The mind has no con- 
scious ideas prior to its contact with experience. 

(ii) An idea of which all men may become conscious upon oc- 
casion of the appropriate experience. But on this ground, only 
that is required to be innate which make intelligible experience 
itself possible: namely, the categorical structure, as we have al- 
ready shown. This structure, plus more or less common data of 
experience, are all that may be required to explain the 
universality of certain content ideas or universals. 


(iii) An idea which the soul acquired prior to birth and which, 
being lodged in the memory, is called into consciousness upon 
the occurrence of the appropriate experience. This suggestion 
fails to solve the problem at all, but merely succeeds rather in 
raising it to a different level. If the mind has a memory stock at 
birth, then this memory stock must exist ather by virtue of the 
soul’s previous conscious experience, or by virtue of a creative 
act which implanted the ideas conjointly with an intelligence 
fitted to receive them: and in ather case we must assume that 
the mind’s capacity to receive these ideas was at least logically 
prior to the ideas themselves. 

But what is presupposed in the mind’s capacity to receive 
ideas? Precisely the categorical structure and nothing more, 
beyond the fact of existence itself. So whether the soul’s a- 
leged innate ideas are to be explained by previous conscious 
experience or by a creative act, it is presupposed that originally 
these ideas were imparted to a mind fitted by its structure to re- 
ceive them. And if this is the case, since all universals repre- 
sent realities of our present experience, then there is no real 
ground for assuming anything more than the categorical struc- 
ture as the innate basis of the mind’s present conscious experi- 
ence. 

It follows that the phrase innate idea has no ultimately intelli- 
gible meaning, if it purports to connote anything more than the 
structure of rationality which the minds brings to the data of 
experience. 

(3)In the third place, the mind obviously has no knowledge of 
particulars except through contact with the data of experience; 
and if knowledge does not embrace particulars,  self- 
contradictory skepticism is the result. Even if it were true that 
all universals are innate, still the mind has no particular knowl- 
edge apart from experience: even if I knew man-ness, I would 
not know this or that real man before contacting him in experi- 
ence. 


As a matter of fact, however, knowledge either embraces par- 
ticulars or not: If it does, then it is false to say that all knowl- 
edge is innate for the knowledge of absolutely every real object 
in particular would then be derived from the data of experience, 
and not from the mind itself, occasion or no occasion. 

But suppose knowledge does not embrace particulars---and 
this, incidentally, seems to me to be the implication of Plato’s 
whole theory of knowledge, since true knowledge is of the form 
or universal only, according to him: In this case, the position is 
tantamount to the assertion that no real or particular object is 
knowable. And since all objects which exist independently of 
the mind are presumably particular objects or relations, the 1a- 
tionalist is actually asserting that knowledge of independently 
existing reality is impossible. But this last position is nothing 
but a solipsistic and self-contradictory skepticism: since if real- 
ity is unknowable, then this assertion, embodying just such 
knowledge, is false. 

In either case, the theory of innate knowledge is shown to be 
ultimately inadequate. 

(4)Finally, the rationalist theory is untenable because it is self- 
contradictory in that its denial of empirically derived knowl- 
edge implies just that origin of content ideas from experience 
which the theory denies. It appears that some knowledge from 
particulars must be the ground for our denying that ideas, as 
universals, may be cerived from sense-experience: for if there 
were no empirical knowledge of particulars, such a denial 
would be unintelligible. Why bother to deny that our ideas 
originate from a source which by hypothesis, is mknowable? 
This very denial implies that---universal or not---our ideas of 
particulars are not merely occasioned but originated from the 
mind’s contact with experiential data. At the very least, the ra- 
tionalist must admit that I know particulars as the occasion of 
my ideas: otherwise his whole theory reduces to a solipsistic 
gymnastic. But if this empirical knowledge is granted, then 


there is not only no objection to the position that the whole con- 
tent of our ideas originates from the data of experience, but 
more than that: the admission contradicts the original denial 
that knowledge could be derived from sense-experience. 

Answer to Plato’s arguments. ---But what about Plato’s argu- 
ments for the rationalistic view? The preceding analysis al- 
ready refutes them by implication. (1)The assertion that no true 
universal can be derived from sensible particulars is self- 
contradictory by implying that very knowledge of such partic u- 
lars that is ostensibly denies. (2)The theory of knowledge as 
recollection merely postpones the problem and presupposes an 
original state of the soul in which, by its categorical structure, it 
was fitted to receive content ideas: and in this case, there is no 
reason why ail its content ideas may not be thus derived from 
contact with the mind’s present experiential data. 

Conclusion.---1 therefore conclude that the innate factor, 
presupposed by the possibility of knowledge, extends merely to 
the categorical structure of rationality, and that therefore the 
rationalist objection is invalid. 


FROM THE VANTAGE POINT OF EMPIRICISM 
The Empirical Assertion 


It’s general character.---Contemporary empiricists generally 
conspire together in a repudiation of the synthetic a priori as we 
have attempted to defend it. Thus Reichenbach, in a paper read 
to the Eastern Division of the American Philosophical Associa- 
tion in 1951, declares: “Modern empiricism has shown Kant’s 
thesis [of the synthetic a priori] to be fallacious. There is no 
synthetic a priori; what reason contributes to knowledge are 
analytical principles only.’”® 


'© Philosophical Review, April, 1952, p. 147. 


And C. I. Lewis, in his long and erudite Analysis of Knowl- 
edge and Valuation, declares, when he turns to consider the 
synthetic a priori, that the problem is “a dead, or nearly dead, 
issue; conviction that all a priori truth is analytic being now 
quite general.”’’ In fairness to Lewis, I think I ought to men- 
tion that apparently some transition on this subject has charac- 
terized his thought since his book was published. In a personal 
letter to me, dated June 26, 1953, he writes: “I have no clear 
and settled opinion whether there are synthetic judgments a pri- 
ori, but suspect either view is defensible on the issue, for a 
plausible definition of ‘analytic’---different in the two cases. 
Such definitions are not ‘arbitrary’ .. .” 

Its detailed exposition.---But how can the empiricist assertion 
here be stated in detail? Taking Lewis as an exemplary propo- 
nent, the objection would run as follows: 

While Kant contended for the synthetic a priori, the fact is that 
all a priori knowledge is purely analytic; 1e., it “can be asserted 
exclusively by reference to defined or definable meanings.””* 
In other words, every statement that can be determined as true 
“without reference to any particular experience of sense’”"” is an 
explication of the meanings of terms or propositions: “There are 
no other sources of knowledge than on the one hand data of 
sense and on the other hand our own intended meanings’”® 
Thus every analytic statement is true with reference to the 
meanings of the terms involved; every synthetic statement is 
true with reference to the data of sense as explicated through 
meanings. 

On the other hand, Lewis does not take logical positivist 
ground: meanings are not creatures of mere linguistic conven- 
tion, so that they may be a matter of purely arbitrary defini- 
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tion.*. Linguistic symbols themselves may be subject to arbi- 
trary rules or convention, but the freedom to manipulate “does 
not extend to the meanings which are symbolized. . . . An ana- 
lytic statement says something; and something whose factuality 
is independent even though it is not existential in signifi- 
cance.” 

What, then, may be said about the alleged synthetic a priori? I 
think Lewis, if he were still in the same frame of mind ex- 
pressed by his Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation, would an- 
swer as follows: When we make a statement---like, every event 
is the effect of some cause---what we say is either analytic (i.e., 
determinable with reference to the meaning of the term event?) 
or synthetic (i.e., determinable from factors not included in 
such meaning). 

Now the proponent of synthetic apriorism argues that we 
cannot conceive an uncaused event, etc., but that such a state of 
mind could not arise from the consideration of sense data alone: 
But if this contention is true, then the assertion---every event is 
the effect of some cause---is analytic; precisely because a char- 
acteristic without which a given predicate could not be thought, 
actually enters into the definition o the predicate: in this case, 
causation entering into the definition of event. As Lewis puts 
the point: 


[indent]Any character in the absence of which we should te- 
fuse to apply a term, is of the essence. It is included in the sig- 
nification of the term; and any definition which does not entail 
such an essential character represents a faulty analysis of the 
meaning in question . . .Footnote: 28] Ibid., p. 163. 
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It follows that if an uncaused event is inconceivable, then 
being caused is part of the definition of event, so that the asser- 
tion, thought a priori, is analytic. If, on the other hand, we 
maintain that an uncaused event is conceivable, our original as- 
sertion---every event is the effect of some cause---while it may 
be synthetic, is certainly not a priori; for necessity enters into 
the very meaning of the synthetic a priori. In either case, then, 
there is no synthetic a priori. 


The Empirical Compromise 


If, as we shall endeavor to show, the empiricist is required to 
retreat after all to the synthetic a priori to save his position from 
utter insignificance, he has yet one last stand short of the ra- 
tional empiricism which we ourselves espouse: he may hold 
that while the forms of thought are synthetic a priori for the 
possibility of intelligible experience, they are merely psycho- 
logically inevitable and impose no conditions on objective real- 
ity itself; these forms are therefore not inescapably possessed of 
absolute universality or necessity. 

This view is propounded by Tennant in his Philosophical 
Theology. Thus he writes: 


If there be any necessity characterizing our empirical 
knowledge, it 6 but that of the psychological inevita- 
bleness, for us men, of the synthetic forms .. . which 
our minds supply when constituting objects and judg- 
ing about them. . . . Synthetic judgments a priori are 
valid, because our minds cannot bug give certain 
forms to what they apprehend.” 


*4 Op. cit., I, p. 403. 


For ought we know, the synthetic forms "may be regarded as 


Refutation of the Objections 


At the outset, we may debar any serious consideration of the 
compromise suggested by Tennant. It is in fact merely the old 
Kantian assertion that the categories do not necessarily give us 
a knowledge of things-in-themselves: the conditions of rational 
intelligibility are not necessarily conditions of objective exis- 
tence. Since this objection has already been refuted in our 
analysis of Kant---and since, in fact, it will come up for con- 
stant discussion and refutation in the sequel; no consideration 
will be given to the suggestion in the present context other than 
to mention that it is self-contradictory by applying its own a- 
sertion universally: in the end it reduces to complete skept- 
cism. 

Our only task, then, will be to deal with the empirical asser- 
tion itself as we have defined it: the choice must be either for no 
synthetic a priori, or for such a synthetic a priori as imposes 
conditions, not merely of intelligibility, but of existence itself. 

The empirical debate.---With regard therefore to the asser- 
tion that all a priori truths are analytic, it should be initially n- 
dicated that the empiricists themselves are in somewhat of a 
muddle on this questions. One of their most important spokes- 
men---whose name is withheld at his own request---wrote me 
that he shares a certain negative attitude with the synthetic apn- 
orists: 


[indent]Both of us wonder on what basis certain statements 
are said to be true by virtue of the meanings of terms, only the 
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"synthetic apriorists" go on to conclude that some of them are 
therefore synthetic a priori while I tend to avoid the use of both 
"analytic" and "synthetic" as obscure terms. ... This... is an 
area in which my views are undergoing development at the pre- 
sent moment, so that I hesitate to deliver myself of any view 
that I might expect to remain mine for a very long time. 


since 1950, at least two of the world's outstanding empiri- 
cists (broadly defined) have thrown the whole problem of the 
relation between synthetic and analytic into an unstable equilib- 
rium. In that year, Morton White published in John Dewey: 
Philosopher of Science and Freedom his now famous essay 
called "The Analytic and the Synthetic: an Untenable Dualism." 
In this essay, White shows---conclusively, I think---that the 
whole distinction between analytic and synthetic is unintelligi- 
ble and obscure on a purely empirical basis. 

In order to understand the meaning of the analytic, White 
maintains that we should have to understand the meaning of 
synonymy, else a definition would be unintelligible. But then 
we would have to understand synonymy itself by an analytic 
definition, and we are right back where we started with the ana- 
lytic. In fact, every attempted definition presupposes that either 
analyticity or synonymy is understood to begin with.(Footnote: 
26: Op. cit., pp. 319-320. 

Similar considerations are urged by W. V. Quine, White's 
colleague at Harvard, in his essay, "Two Dogmas of Empiri- 
cism."(Footnote: 27: Philosophical Review, January, 1951. Af- 
ter a masterful criticism of the distinction between analytic and 
synthetic, Quine concludes: 


[indent]For all its a priori reasonableness, a boundary be- 
tween analytic and synthetic statements is simply has not been 
drawn. That there is such a distinction to be drawn at all is an 


unempirical dogma of empiricists, a metaphysical article of 
faith.(Footnote: 28: [bid., p. 34. 


Both Quine and White leave the obvious conclusion to their 
argument unexpressed. For it seems clear that their concessions 
actually yield the palm of victory to synthetic apriorism. If 
every definition presupposes ultimately that certain meanings--- 
at least that of meaning or synonymy---are understood initially, 
then the fact that meanings are understood presupposes an mn- 
nate factor of knowing, or a synthetic a priori. Even White and 
Quine presumably know what they are talking about when they 
speak of meaning, or analyticity. But they have already shown 
that no one knows what he is talking about unless he initially 
understands the meaning of meaning itself. The whole discus- 
sion, since it shows that this understanding is impossible on a 
purely empirical basis, argues for a synthetic a priori. 

In a letter from Quine, dated August 21, 1953, he demurs 
this conclusion: 


[indent]My misgivings over the distinction between analytic 
and synthetic do not support the claim for a synthetic a priori. 
They tend rather, by questioning the distinction, to cast doubt 
on the meaningfulness of the claim that there is (and equally of 
the claim that there is not) a synthetic a priori. 


But this answer is hardly possible except in terms of a com- 
plete and self-contradictory skepticism: For, by the law of con- 
tradiction, either there is, or there is not, a synthetic a priori--- 
regardless of what that a priori may be. And the law of contra- 
diction itself can hardly be suspended without this act bringing 
one either to self-contradiction or meaninglessness: if the law 
were not universally valid, Quine's whole discussion would be 
quite unintelligible, both to himself and to all the rest of us. 
And thus it is that enpiricism has brought tself to the brink of 


destruction in the persons of two of its outstanding representa- 
tives. Either the whole debate is unintelligible or the basic tenet 
of empiricism is false. 

In the Philosophical Review, July, 1953, A. S. Kaufman has 
attempted to answer White and Quine in his article: “The Ana- 
lytic and the Synthetic: a Tenable ‘Dualism.’” He urges that 
despite the difficulties suggested, “men are able to fix the dis- 
tinction [between analytic and synthetic] whenever it becomes 
important to do so.”(Footnote: 29 He then goes on to point out 
that when once the definition of a concept is arbitrarily selected, 
the distinction between analytic and synthetic is determinable 
within the context of the definition.(Footnote: 30 “We make 
sentences analytic or synthetic by fixing the meanings of com- 
ponent expressions.’’(Footnote: 31 

But it seems to me that Kaufman has either missed the point 
of White and Quine, or else he has surrendered the philosophi- 
cal distinction of the view he defends: for the whole point is 
that we could not fix a meaning at all if at least the meaning of 
meaning were not fixed and understood to begin with. If, as 
Kaufman suggests, it is possible to distinguish between analytic 
and synthetic---and if it were not possible, no statement would 
be intelligible or meaningful, then it can only be in terms of a 
synthetic a priori that repudiates its empiricist background. 

And even if we overlook this point, then we still have the 
problem of how an arbitrarily fixed meaning can have any real 
significance in a discussion of the possibility of human knowl- 
edge: indeed, unless there are some meanings which are fixed 
apart from experience on the empirical level, intelligible predi- 
cation seems hopeless. How foolish it is for an empiricist to 
expound his view! For neither he nor we shall be able to under- 
stand him, since, by his own presuppositions, we cannot under- 
stand the meaning of understanding or meaning itself! If no 
meanings are necessarily fixed,........ ! 


The argument of Lewis.---That there are such fixed mean- 
ings is freely admitted by C. I. Lewis, whose argument against 
the synthetic a priori must now be considered. 

The empiricist holds that all a priori truth is analytic; Le., it 
is determinable in terms of defined or definable meanings. And 
it is further asserted that every predicate, which must when con- 
sidered be assigned to a given subject, is analytic with respect 
to the meaning of the subject term. 

The empiricist holds that all a priori truth is analytic; i.e., it 
is determinable in terms of defined or definable meanings. And 
it is further asserted that every predicate, which must when con- 
sidered be assigned to a given subject, is analytic with respect 
to the meaning of the subject term. 

Now suppose we grant this premise for the sake of argu- 
ment. If all a priori truth is analytic in the sense defined, then 
how are we to explain the origin of such analytic a priori truth? 
If an analytic proposition is true by reference to the meaning of 
the terms, the following alternatives seem possible (I exclude 
here any statement of formal logic, such as, x is x---questions of 
this kind not being in dispute here): 

(a) The proposition is true by reference to other more basic 
analytic a priori statements from which it is logically derived. 

(b) The proposition is true because the meaning of the terms 
involved has been arbitrarily fixed for the convenience of dis- 
cussion. 

(c) The proposition is true by reference to a body of fixed 
meanings that are not subject to arbitration. 

Now consider these alternatives: 

(a) The first alternative obviously does not constitute an u- 
timate explanation, since it merely raises the question as to 
where the more basic a priori truths originated. It follows that 
only the two remaining alternatives are finally possible: either 
all meanings are ultimately a matter of purely arbitrary defini- 
tions, or they rest on some absolutely fixed set of meanings. 


(b) But the idea that the meanings of terms is arbitrarily 
fixed is open to objection on two grounds. 

(i) It assumes, as we have shown, that we have genuine a 
priori knowledge of meaning or synonymy or what have you: 
but this is precisely what the theory denies. If I do not know 
what meaning is to begin with, no definition---arbitrary or not-- 
-is possible. But if I do have an initial and fixed knowledge of 
what meaning is---what, in other words, is basic to the mind's 
power of making predications---then it is false that all meanings 
are arbitrarily determined. 

(ii) If all meanings are purely arbitrary, then no basis for a 
non-skeptical theory of knowledge seems possible. The very 
statement---all meanings are purely arbitrary---is either analytic 
or synthetic. If it is analytic, then it is itself a purely arbitrary 
statement, since an analytic statement is precisely one whose 
truth rests on meaning. but a purely arbitrary and groundless 
assumption will hardly make good its claim to philosophical 
significance except by employing propositions which contra- 
vene its own premises. 

Suppose then that he statement is synthetic---and I cannot 
imagine how it could be, for it professes to tell us, not merely 
something about the way we use language, but something about 
meaning itself---if, I say, the statement is synthetic, then it is 
false on two counts. First, because it is cast in universal form--- 
a form that is unjustified on a synthetic a posteriori basis: en- 
pirical induction cannot rise to a universal. Second, because it 
then is not a definition, or a part of the definition, of meaning 
itself; for, by its own assertion, all definitional statements are 
purely arbitrary and are not derived from experience. And if 
the statement fails to tell me anything essential about meaning, 
then it is false to say that all meanings are purely arbitrary. 

(c) We therefore refer to the final alternative: that analytic a 
priori statements are true, in the final analysis, by reference to a 


body of fixed meanings that are not subject to arbitration; this, 
in fact, is the position of Lewis. 

But this view---which is the only plausible one, as I think--- 
implies the very synthetic a priori which Lewis would appar- 
ently like to escape. And in fact, my differences with Lewis at 
this point are probably of a purely semantic nature. 

How can I show that this position, espoused by Lewis, does 
involve belief in the synthetic a priori: Well, if the mind comes 
to the data of experience with a set of fixed meanings--- 
meanings not subject to arbitration---then these meanings, 
which are thus admittedly a priori, must ultimately rest on a 
synthetic basis and this precisely because our most ultimate 
meanings cannot be determined as true in an analytic fashion. 

An illustration will help: let x equal a specific event in the 
space-time universe. Now suppose I say: x is the effect of some 
cause. Is this statement analytic or synthetic? This, of course, 
depends on more basic meanings to which we subscribe. But 
suppose I say that the statement is analytic by reference to a 
more basic meaning proposition: every event is the effect of 
some cause. Now is this statement analytic or synthetic? And 
so on. 

The series of analytic statements may theoretically regress in 
this fashion indefinitely: but the essential point is that every 
analytic proposition is analytic by reference to more basic 
meanings. Now since the series in such a regression of analytic 
meanings is not infinite---if it were, none of us would ever 
reach a first intelligible predication---we must come ultimately 
to some basic presuppositions or fixed meanings that cannot be 
analytic for the simple reason that there are no more basic 
meanings to which they may be referred: such a priori ultimates 
may and must therefore be synthetic and at the same time both 
universal and necessary because they are the basic presupposi- 
tions of all thought. 


Now the validity of such basic propositions---which the pre- 
suppositions become when formulated as judgments in con- 
sciousness---could not be determined by analysis from their 
subject-terms without assuming that there were still more basic 
propositions than the ones under consideration. Suppose I take, 
as a basic proposition, the following: every reality is completely 
determined by the presence of determinate conditions. But now 
either this statement is determined as true by analysis of the 
meaning of reality or not; yet on the other hand if the statement 
is true, it is presupposed in my understanding of a teality, and 
vice versa. This consideration serves to show that the ultimate 
synthetic a priori factor in knowing is complex in nature, and 
not reducible to a single element: there must be a series of basic 
propositions which are interdependent. How can we determine 
this series with any precision? The question has already been 
answered if we recall that the basic meanings determine the 
possibility of predication, and that therefore some basic cate- 
gory of thought corresponds to each most basic type of judg- 
ment or predication. 

I therefore conclude that if predication rests on fixed mean- 
ings---as is conclusively the case---there is no recourse but to 
espouse faith in the synthetic a priori; indeed, if there were no 
synthetic a priori, nobody could espouse faith in anything! 

One final word about the position of Lewis: after asserting 
the factual independence of the basic meanings, then he de- 
clares that these meanings are not existential; this point seems 
ambiguous. If it means merely that the basic presuppositions of 
thought are not derived from the data of experience, this is cer- 
tainly true, as we have attempted to demonstrate. But if it 
means that these meanings, thus basic to thought, are not neces- 
sarily basic to objective existence, then this is merely the old 
Kantian contention in disguise; and thought has no secourse but 
to strip it of its garb and pronounce it twice dead! 


Conclusion.---In the light of the above considerations, I con- 
clude that intelligible predication does presuppose a complex 
synthetic a priori factor and that therefore the empiricist objec- 
tion is totally invalid; indeed, the objection itself would be 
unintelligible if it were not false. 


From the Vantage Point of Pragmatism 
Formulation of the Objections 


Pragmatism---the theory that the workability of an idea both 
tests and ultimately constitutes its truth---has likewise spoken 
its piece against synthetic apriorism as follows: 

(1) If the mind comes to experience with a priori categories 
which are the basic presuppositions of all thought, how can the 
difference between true and false beliefs be discerned, since the 
categories operate equally in both? As Dewey puts it: 

[indent][The categories] descend equally upon that which is 
finally ascertained to be valid knowledge and that which is spe- 
cious and turns out to be false---as the rain from Heaven de- 
scends equally upon the just and the unjust. . . . [This] precludes 
the theory from ability to account (given its premises) for the 
difference between true and false beliefs, since the categories of 
"thought" are equally operative in both.(Footnote: 32: J. 
Dewey, Logic: T[c]he Theory of Inquiry, p. 530. 


The result is that the theory has to go outside its premises to 
distinguish between true and false beliefs: it has to "fall back 
upon the actual operations of inquiry by which beliefs are 
grounded and tested."(Footnote: 33: Ibid., pp. 530,531. But in 
this case, the theory should lave begun with these very opera- 
tions.(Footnote: 34: Idem. 

(2) And this brings us to a further objection: the theory "ig- 
nores the fundamental considerations which define reflective 


operations. . . . The occurrence of existential problematic situa- 
tions, and the occurrence of existential operations which are di- 
rected by ideals and whose consequences test the validity of 
ideas."(Footnote: 35: [bid., p. 531. That is, synthetic apriorism 
bypasses the fact that inquiry assumed its definitive function by 
facing problem-situations. On the other hand, Dewey---our 
pragmatic spokesman---does admit that reflection is nvolved in 
the attainment of all knowledge.(Footnote: 36: Idem. 

(3) The theory assumes, in the next place, that reflective 
Operations are moving toward a final, all-comprehensive unity, 
a goal of complete knowledge.(Footnote: 37: Jdem. But as a 
matter of fact, no such unification is in reality approached; "it is 
always a unification of the subject-matter which constitutes an 
individual problematic situation. It is not unification at 
large."(Footnote: 38 Consequently, synthetic apriorism goes 
"beyond empirically verifiable limits" in positing such an ulti- 
mate unification.(Footnote: 39: Idem. 

(4) This allegedly false ideal of unification suggests a further 
objection: the theory propounds the claim "that the world is 1a- 
tional through and through since science is the disclosure of an 
order of uniform, because necessary, laws."(Footnote: 40: Idem. 
But the laws to which appeal is made are in actuality "instru- 
mentalities for control of individualized situations. . . . The d- 
leged rationality of the universe as a whole is another case of 
generalization beyond the limiting conditions of grounded in- 
quiry .. ."(Footnote: 41: /bid., pp. 531, 532. In other words, 
since the laws in [[Page 84]] question are instruments for facing 
specific situations, there is no ground for asserting that the uni- 
verse, so far as it does not bear on such situations, is character- 
ized by this same rationality. 

And what is more serious: if the universe is really rational in 
the sense suggested, why should there be any problematic situa- 
tions at all---as obviously there are? Why should the rational 


order not, in every case, bare itself to the eye of a correlated 
mind?(Footnote: 42: [bid., p.532. 

(5) One final objection is suggested by Schiller: even if we 
could assume the existence of basic categories of thought, the 
precise determination of their number and significance a priori 
would be impossible, because these factors depend on the con- 
tent of a given judgment, so that the range of categories would 
be as broad as that of distinct problems in the separate sci- 
ences.(Footnote: 43: F. C. S. Schiller, Formal Logic, p. 41. 

While the sciences, to a greater or lesser extent, use the 
common forms of predication, they all "mean them in the 
senses appropriate to their own subject-matter.’(Footnote: 44: 
Idem. Thus, to understand the senses in which is or being may 
be predicated, we must understand the matter or content of the 
predication. The logician would therefore have to be omnis- 
cient to make a complete list of the categories. But this is ab- 
surd; it is inconsistent with his own claim to have abstracted the 
form of truth from its content; and it fails to take into account 
the possibility that new problems needing new categories might 
arise.(Footnote: 45: [bid., pp. 41, 42. 


Refutation of the Objections 


(1) As for the charge that synthetic apriorism has no basis 
for distinguishing between truth and falsity---it is admitted at 
once that our theory does go outside its basic a priori premises, 
in part, to make the distinction of truth and falsity possible, for 
knowledge at every level involves a combination of both a pri- 
ori and a posteriori factors, both a categorical and an experien- 
tial basis. And it is only in the context of such a combination 
that truth or falsity can be distinguished. Dewey’s point would 
apply to a pure apriorism like that propounded by a Platonic ra- 
tionalist, but not to the rational empiricism that we have our- 
selves defended. 


But more positively, how can our position both account for 
the possibility of error and also make the distinction therefore 
between [[Page 85]] truth and falsity? This point will be «- 
pounded at length in the following chapter; hence, only a brief 
answer is presented here. (a) Error is possible because the cate- 
gorical structure may be mistakenly plied to the experiential 
data. Such misapplication is possible from a great variety of 
personal motivations. But its general ground is twofold: first, 
the categories themselves may not be consistently correlated in 
their applications: as when we accept as true a series of proposi- 
tions among which there are logical self-contradictions. In the 
same way, we may add a column of figures and obtain a wrong 
answer. But second, the application of the categories, while in 
itself perfectly consistent, may be based upon insufficient expe- 
riential data: as when I conclude from a burning fire that it must 
have been started with a match. 

(b) Considering these same points from an opposite point of 
view, we may indicate how it is possible to distinguish truth 
from falsity; here again, the test is the twofold one of system- 
atic coherence. A proposition is true or false depending on 
whether or not: (i) it results from a self-consistent application of 
the categorical structure; and if it be asked how this itself may 
be determined, the answer is: by further analysis, just as a mis- 
take in arithmetic may be corrected or avoided by executing the 
problem again to obtain an ultimately coherent result; i.e., a 1e- 
sult free from self-contradiction. (ii) It rests on sufficient data 
of experience as systematically correlated by the categorical 
structure of the mind itself. Thus, for example, I determine the 
length of a desk by taking a number of measurements and 
correlating the results in self-consistent fashion. Of course, in 
any such problem I do assume that the desk at any given 
moment has a determinate length. But this proposition can be 
denied only by the self-contradictory skeptic. 


It is concluded that synthetic apriorism can distinguish truth 
and falsity and that therefore the first pragmatic objection is nn- 
valid. Whether or not the pragmatist himself can make this 
same distinction consistently with his premises will form food 
for our thought in the following chapter. 

(2) As for the charge that our theory ignores the fact that in- 
quiry assumed its definitive function by facing problem situa- 
tions---synthetic apriorism, as I profess it, is guild of no such 
negligence. The fact is that it starts with just the operations of 
reflective inquiry and asks what the possibility of such intelli- 
gent predications ultimately [[Page 86]] presupposes: that this 
possibility of knowledge rests ultimately on certain basic pre- 
suppositions that the mind brings to experience has already 
been shown in sufficient detail in preceding sections. Further- 
more, as was also previously pointed out, the fact that the prin- 
ciples of thought come to the forefront of consciousness only 
by contact with experience in no way implies that these ulti- 
mate categories themselves were derived from such experience. 

Dewey himself admits that reflection is involved in all 
knowledge; but it has already been shown that if we grant this 
premise, the very first act of knowledge implies a synthetic a 
priori factor in knowing. Nor do I see how the premise itself 
can be intelligibly denied. The objection is consequently unjus- 
tified. 

(3) As for the charge that synthetic apriorism assumes that 
knowledge is moving toward a final, all-comprehensive unific a- 
tion---whereas in fact it moves only toward a unity that is pre- 
scribed by a specific problem-situation. 

This unification is admittedly an ideal; yet it is a fact that we 
do strive for such unification in our explanations. The very 
presence of a complex reality poses a problematic situation for 
thought in its atempt to explain the world. The whole history 
of philosophy is the successive embodiment of more or less 
systematic attempts to reach a unified world-view in which te- 


ality is explicable in terms of certain posited principles. In fact, 
our basis for impugning a given philosophy must always be that 
it fails to achieve that unification in which all the particular data 
of experience are explicable. 

But even more pertinent is the remark that Dewey’s own 
criticism of synthetic apriorism assumes just such an ideal uni- 
fication as he ostensible denies; his criticism assumes that there 
is a body of truth about the nature of thought and that some ap- 
proximation to this truth is possible. Otherwise, I do not know 
why Dewey should have made the criticisms I am now discuss- 
ing; much less do I understand why he should have been one of 
the most prolific philosophical writers of the twentieth century. 
Dewey’s point is therefore self-contradictory, since it assumes 
the very unification which it denies. 

To state this last point differently, the very assertion that the 
alleged unification goes beyond empirically verifiable limits is 
itself guilty of it’s own accusation and is therefore self- 
contradictory. But the former alternative is, by the very nature 
of the statement, inadmis- [[Page 87]] sible: what empirical data 
could possibly support it? The statement is therefore not sup- 
ported by empirical data; but then it is subject to its own accu- 
sation and is self-contradictory. And surely a self-contradictory 
allegation is no refutation of any theory whatever except its 
own. 

(4) As for the assertion that the rationality of the world is 
beyond empirical verification and is therefore an unjustified as- 
sumption---exactly the same contradiction is here embodied as 
in that just pointed out with respect to the preceding objection. 

Furthermore, it is impossible to deny the rationality of the 
world, in whole or in part, without self-contradiction, for either 
the world (or any given part of it) is rational or not. If it is de- 
clared to be not rational, then it follows at once that it is ra- 
tional: which is self-contradictory. For if truth were on the side 
of its nonrationality, then it could not be asserted that this was 


the case, since such an assertion is itself a rational one or not. If 
it is not rational, then it is false; and if it is a rational assertion, 
then it is also false---in the first case because it would be mean- 
ingless and could lay no claim to truth; in the second case be- 
cause it would then contradict its own assertion. In brief: the 
denial of the world’s rationality is either unintelligible, or as t- 
self an intelligible statement about the world, undercuts its own 
structure. The world must therefore be rational, so that the 
identification of the real with the rational is thoroughly justi- 
fied. 

As for the query concerning why there should be problems 
at all in a rational universe---it is not the existence of problems, 
but only the existence of insoluble problems, that would make 
an insuperable difficulty at this point. But it is precisely the 
contention of rational empiricism, as I profess it, that there are 
no ultimately insoluble problems. That problems exist, for a 
finite intelligence, is traceable to the fact that rationality, in 
such a finite being, involves a process in which data are pro- 
gressively apprehended in categorical fashion; and to the fact 
that, as previously explained, an erroneous application to e- 
perience is possible. For an ultimate mind---and to such our 
argument will eventually lead---no such problems would exist: 
for such a mind would apprehend the whole content of experi- 
ential data in a timelessly necessary intuition. 

(5) As for the assertion that the number of categories is inde- 
terminable since it would depend on the content of given judg- 
ments---[[Page 88]] 

We have already pointed out precisely how the number of 
categories may be determined: all those presuppositions are 
categories without which the whole range of intelligible predi- 
cation would be impossible, so that these presuppositions are 
determinable from the basic types of logical judgment. If there 
were no such basic presuppositions, predications would be ini- 
tially impossible. 


It is to be admitted that the precise and exact significance of 
a given predication depends on the content of the judgment t- 
self: but this does not mean that there are not basic categories 
which make the act of predication itself possible. Thus if I 
make the assertion---if life is present, moisture is its cause---the 
exact causal relation between moisture and life is discernible 
only from experiential data; but that I make the judgment at all 
implies ultimately that my mind is so onented as to understand 
things in terms of ground and consequent. 

Could there be any new categories? Obviously not, unless 
the basic types of logical judgment are themselves determinable 
in an entirely different fashion from which we have outlined, 
for a category is precisely a basic presupposition of all thought 
or intelligible predication; so that thought does not exist unless 
the whole categorical structure is present. Only such an ulti- 
mate presupposition can legitimately be granted a synthetic a 
priori status and thus be correctly called a category. 

Since therefore the whole range of objections suggested is 
thus shown to be invalid, I conclude that the pragmatic opposi- 
tion to synthetic apriorism is unjustified. Pragmatism---like 1a- 
tionalism and empiricism before it---stands silent before the bar 
of reason. 


From the Vantage Point of Intuitionism 
The Meaning of Intuitionism in Epistemology 


Intuitionism, as expounded by Bergson for example, is the 
epistemological doctrine that intellect requires supplementation, 
extension, and transcension in a higher faculty of knowledge, 
called intuition, which alone is adequate for an insight into the 
reality of things as they are. 

This view by no means repudiates the synthetic a priori fac- 
tor of intellectual knowledge; what is does maintain is that real- 


ity, in its mobility and process, transcends the power of intellec- 
tual knowledge even as constituted in part by such an a priori 
element. [[Page 89]] 

The principal exponent of this type of objection to rational 
empiricism has been Henri Bergson, and it is consequently to 
his arguments that we now turn. 


Formulation of the Objections 


So far as I am able to determine, Bergson poses two main 
criticisms of synthetic apriorism as we have espoused it. 

(1) First Objection: the forms of intellect are not coextensive 
with the matter of knowledge. 

Kant failed to realize, maintains Bergson, that as science 
moves upward from the realm of matter to those of life and 
mind, “it becomes less and less objective, more and more sym- 
bolical. . . .’(Footnote: 46: H. Bergson, Creative Evolution, p. 
359. If this is the case, “then as it is indeed necessary to per- 
ceive a thing somehow in order to symbolize it, there would be 
an intuition of the psychical, and more generally of the vital, 
which the intellect would transpose and translate, no doubt, but 
which would nonetheless transcend the intellect. . . . There 
would be, in other words, a_ supra-intellectual intui- 
tion.” (Footnote: 47: Ibid., p. 360. 

If we are to have a knowledge that grasps things from within 
i their true meaning, the intellect must be supplemented, espe- 
cially in our knowledge of life and mind: the matter of the 
knowledge we may have is much greater than that knowledge, 
if any, which is amenable to intellect alone. Intellect cannot 
give us “a knowledge from within, that could grasp them [facts] 
in their springing forth instead of taking them already sprung. . . 
(Footnote: 48: Ibid., p. 361. 

But why is intellect so defective in its attempt to grasp the 
reality of things? The general answer to this question is that in- 


tellect, because it functions by means of fixed concepts, can 
never pierce to an apprehension of the process of 
things.(Footnote: 49: Ibid., p. 153. “Whatever is fluid in the 
real will escape it in part, and whatever is life in the living will 
escape it altogether.’(Footnote: 50: Jdem. But in particular, in- 
tellect does not gain adequate knowledge of the changing real- 
ity because it divides its objects into fixed units, conceives their 
mobility as a series of immobilities put together.(Footnote: 51: 
Tbid., pp. 154, 155. 

Or to put it differently: the intellect perceives things under 
the [[Page 90]] form of discontinuity by means of concepts 
which are stable and outside each other.(Footnote: 52: Ibid., p. 
160. “The intellect is characterized by the unlimited power of 
decomposing according to any law and recomposing into any 
system.” (Footnote: 53: Ibid., p. 157. And even as a man thus 
literally torn apart would no longer be a living, real man when 
his parts were subsequently placed in juxtaposition; just so n- 
tellect, for the very reason that it can think an dject only by 
tearing it into parts through conception, can never, by placing 
these concepts in juxtaposition, gain a knowledge of the object 
as a changing whole. Once put a steak through a meat grinder 
and it will never be the same steak again! 

Intellect, therefore, cannot grasp the meaning of becoming 
or change: it is “at ease only in the discontinuous, in the immo- 
bile, in the dead. The intellect is characterized by a natural in- 
ability to comprehend life.” (Footnote: 54: [bid., p. 176. 

Intuition, on the other hand, leads us to this very knowledge 
in respect to which intellect is so impotent. What does Bergson 
mean by intuition? He defines it as a development from in- 
stinct, or the power of grasping at definite objects immediately 
as if they were known when in fact they are not---as when the 
newborn child acts as if the mother’s breasts were a thing 
known to it.(Footnote: 55: Ibid., pp. 147-149. With this back- 
ground, Bergson tells us: “By intuition I mean instinct that has 


become disinterested, self-conscious, capable of reflecting upon 
its object and enlarging it indefinitely.”’(Footnote: 56: [bid., p. 
176. Intuition, in brief, is merely the power of grasping the te- 
ality of things directly, but this power as abstracted from the in- 
stinctive fixation to some particular object. 

How is intuition related to intelligence? The relation is ba- 
sically twofold: (i) It is from intelligence “that has come the 
push that made it rise to the point it has reached. Without intel- 
ligence, it would have remained i the form of nstinct, riveted to 
the special object of its practical interest.”(Footnote: 57: Ibid., 
p. 178. (ii) But when intuition is once achieved, it then turns 
back on intelligence and uses the latter’s own mechanism “to 
show how intellectual molds cease to be strictly applicable. . . 
.’(Footnote: 58: Ibid., p. 177. 

But suppose someone objects that the only way to go be- 
yond in- [[Page 91]] telligence is by the use of intelligence t- 
self, since “all that is clear in your consciousness is 
intelligence.”’(Footnote: 59: Ibid., p. 192. The answer is that 
this reasoning “would prove the impossibility of acquiring any 
new habit. It is of the essence of reasoning to shut us up in the 
circle of the given. But action breaks the circle.”(Footnote: 60: 
Idem. 

Furthermore, intuition is an extension of the powers of intel- 
ligence which, though mere reasoning on the powers of intelli- 
gence would never accomplish it, would yet not appear 
unreasonable when once achieved.(Footnote: 61: /bid., pp. 192, 
193. Just so, the discussion of walking will never yield the 
rules of swimming; but if you jump in the water, you must a- 
ther go beyond the rules of walking, or---if you persisting in 
treating water like solid earth---drown.(Footnote: 62: Ibid., p. 
193. Similarly, when knowledge ventures to swim in the sea of 
change and mobility, it must either transcend its conceptual 
rules of “walking” or perish. 


(2) Second Objection: the categorical structure of intellect 
might have been entirely different. 

If the forms of the understanding are absolute, irreducible, 
and inexplicable, then “the whole of our knowledge becomes 
relative to certain requirements of the mind that probably might 
have been antirely different from what they are: for an intellect 
differently shaped, knowledge would have been differ- 
ent.” (Footnote: 63: Ibid., p. 152. The only escape is to view the 
intellect as relative to the needs of action, from which therefore 
the forms of the intellect may be deduced: “This form is there- 
fore neither irreducible nor nexplicable. . . . Knowledge ceases 
to be a product of the intellect and becomes, in a certain sense, 
part and parcel of reality.”(Footnote: 64: [bid., pp. 152, 153. 

Bergson forbears to answer the charge that he begs the ques- 
tion in explaining intellect by action, when this latter presup- 
poses intellect: and it is doubtful that he ever succeeds in 
answering this accusation. 


Refutation of the Objections 


First objection: general refutation.---The assertion that the 
forms of categories of intellect are not coextensive with the 
matter of knowledge is either self-contradictory or meaningless. 
Either this [[Page 92]] assertion is rationally comprehensible or 
not: and this by the intellect. If it is not thus comprehensible, it 
is meaningless. If it is thus comprehensible, it is self- 
contradictory: for it assumes that I have an intelligible concept 
of the matter of knowledge, else I could make no such asser- 
tion. But this must then mean that intelligible conception is co- 
extensive with the whole range of being. It follows that the 
original assertion, by its own implication, is false; so that the 
assertion is self-contradictory by necessarily presupposing the 
very knowledge it denies. I therefore conclude that the proposi- 


tion which denies intellect the capacity to know any datum 
whatever, is either self-contradictory or meaningless. 

In like manner, and by a precisely similar analysis, the asser- 
tion that there is a suprarational intuition for the knowing of te- 
ality is also either self-contradictory or meaningless. For either 
this assertion is unintelligible or else the realities it asserts are 
the proper objects of intellectual conception: and in this last 
case, the alleged suprarational faculty of knowing has disap- 
peared. Bergson himself speaks of intuition as reflecting upon 
its object: but this is precisely the function of intellect, so that 
the supposedly suprarational faculty is merely intellect tself in 
exercise. 

And in general, we may conclude that every attempt to mark 
off a territory from which reason is excluded by the nature of 
the subject matter as such, ipso facto, admits this very reason 
itself. 

First objection: specific applications of the refutation.---(i) 
The assertion, for example, that the essence of things as chang- 
ing and developing is unknowable by intellect is unintelligible 
apart from its falsity: for if I do not have a clear concept of 
change or development, the sentence strikes me as water strikes 
a Stone: it is meaningless. But if I do have such concepts, then 
the proposition is false since it denies me just these concepts. 

(ii) Again, the assertion that the intellect---because it pro- 
ceeds through fixed concepts---is insufficient for understanding 
things as living and organic overlooks three obvious facts: (a) 
That unless knowledge consists of fixed concepts it does not 
exist: for the knowledge of something not fixed and definite is 
the knowledge of nothing in particular and hence of nothing at 
all. (b) That is it possible to have a fixed concept of change and 
process themselves: ndeed, Bergson’s own theory, as we have 
seen, would be unintelligible on any other supposition. (c) That 
only the most basic concepts, only’ the  [[Page 
93]]presuppositions of all thought, are absolutely fixed: less 


adequate concepts of existing things may be replaced by the 
more adequate through interaction with the data of experience. 

(iii) Bergson, as we noted, attempted to answer the objection 
that the only transcension of intellect must employ intellect and 
is therefore impossible. But his answer is inadequate. 

The objection, he insists, would prove the impossibility of 
forming any new habit of action. But this assertion is obviously 
false since the formation of a new habit---if it is a rational or 
telic act---presupposes intelligence in the very nature of the 
case: unless I conceive what I am attempting to achieve, and 
adapt present means to that end, the formation of a new habit, 
on a rational or deliberate basis, will be impossible. And thus 
Bergson’s point turns back on him, just as him imagined intui- 
tion was supposed to turn back on intellect itself. 

As for the illustration about walking and swimming: the 
same basis principles of motion apply and are essential in both 
pursuits---otherwise neither one would be possible: it is only 
the specific application to the environment that varies. Just so 
with the principles of thought. The same basic principles oper- 
ate in all knowledge---otherwise knowledge would be impossi- 
ble. It is only the specific application of the principles that 
varies from the apprehension of one thing to that of another at a 
different level of reality. 

Second objection.---The assertion that the basic forms of 
thought might have been different is doubly self-contradictory. 
(i) For it is of the nature of acategory that it is a basic presup- 
position of all thought: if therefore, such a category might have 
been different, then it would not be such a basic presupposition, 
and hence not a category. But this is self-contradictory. In fact, 
the only alternative to the absolute necessity of the basic forms 
of thought is the doctrine that knowledge is impossible---which 
again impugns its own assertion. 

(ii) Furthermore, there is no way to make the original asser- 
tion---that the categories might have been different---without 


assuming that just the categories might have been different--- 
without assuming that just the present categories are absolute 
and changeless: for it there were no such starting points of 
thought, this predication or any other would be impossible. In 
making the assertion we make, we presuppose precisely the 
truth that we deny. But this point has already been fully sup- 
ported in previous contexts. 

IN concession to Bergson, there is a sense in which we de- 
duce the [[Page 94]] forms of intellect from action. We begin 
with the fact of possible knowledge and then proceed to nfer 
what this possibility implies. But this process of inference does 
not mean that the forms of thought are prescribed by action, as 
Bergson seems to suggest: for the very possibility of inference 
from action, and indeed of action itself so far as it is rational, 
depends upon the mind’s a priori possession of the basic forms 
of thought which make inference, or any other intelligent ac- 
tion, possible. 

Conclusion.---Since the objections of intuitionism reduce, 
on every line of argument, to either self-contradiction or mean- 
inglessness, I concluded that synthetic apriorism has emerged 
triumphant over its last epistemological foe. 


Conclusion 


Since the whole range of objections to rational empiricism 
has been thus weighed in the balances and found wanting, and 
since every objection finally slips over the precipice of irration- 
ality and self-contradiction, I conclude that rational empiricism, 
as I have defined it, stands yet unscathed by its erstwhile oppo- 
nents. It remains to determine and similarly support the corol- 
laries of such a view: and to this task we forthwith proceed. 
[[Page 95] 


Chapter IV 


COROLLARIES OF RATIONAL EMPIRICISM 


Concerning Epistemology Proper 
First Corollary: Epistemological Dualism 


Formulation of the theory.---Epistemological dualism, as men- 
tioned in our previous summary of rational empiricism, is the 
doctrine that the immediate object present to the mind in any 
knowledge experience, is not the independently existing reality, 
but is rather a representative idea of that reality. 

The immediate object of knowledge is always an idea that is 
ontologically distinct from the object to which it sefers: and this 
is true of any object of knowledge whatsoever. When, for ex- 
ample, I have a knowledge of a house, the house is not directly 
given in or to consciousness: what is given is an idea about the 
house which I take as its more or less adequate representative in 
consciousness. 

Nor is there any exception to this dualism in the mind’s 
knowledge of itself or of its own ideas. When I make a given 
idea the object of thought---when, for example, I make the con- 
cept of triangularity an object of conscious meditation---still, 
my idea about the concept is not the concept itself as such, but a 
judgment that refers to that concept. Nor does this lead to an 
infinite regress of ideas: for while the series of such dualisms 
may be indefinitely expanded---as when I think about triangu- 
larity, then about angles, then about lines, then about points, 
etc.---still the number of such steps is ever being cut off by 
practical expedience, on the one hand; and on the other, the 
number of such implications from any given context of thought 
is not infinite, but comes to rest in those basic categories with 


which the mind functions before they become objects of knowl- 
edge. 

Similarly, when I make my self the object of thought: I am 
on- [[Page 96]] tologically distinct from the particular concept 
of my self that I form. Otherwise, the self could not exist apart 
from my possessing a concept of it... And this is obviously 
false, for on this supposition, infants all the time, and the rest of 
us most of the time, would be selfless, which is absurd. The 
concept of my self that I possess in consciousness from time to 
time is not my very self, but a representative idea of that self. 

Why is this theory a necessary corollary of the rational em- 
piricism which we have established? According to our original 
theory, all knowledge is a combination of categorical and expe- 
riential elements. In other words, knowledge is a resultant: it 
does not exist until the mind applies the categories to the data 
of experience, whether external or internal. It follows at once 
that the immediate object of knowledge, being such a resultant, 
is not the independently existing object itself, but an idea which 
represents this object in consciousness. But this is precisely 
epistemological dualism, which is therefore a necessary impl- 
cation of tational empiricism on any but purely subjectivist or 
solipsistic grounds. (Solipsism, the doctrine that for each self 
the world is within his mind, will be refuted in the sequel.) 

On what rational basis may the theory of epistemological 
dualism be established and accepted? It’s principal grounds are 
three: (1) First, is it in accord with the accepted scientific analy- 
sis of the way in which our perceptions of the external world 
reach us. According to such an analysis, external objects in 
some way impinge upon the sensory organ---eye, ear, etc. 
Through a series of neural and other physicochemical changes, 
the effects of this impingement are transmitted to the central 
nervous system and, in the case of what becomes a conscious 
impression, to the brain itself. And it is only in conjunction 
with this point in the physical series that an object appears in 


consciousness as perceived. Such an object is therefore obvi- 
ously not the original object that presumably impinged upon the 
sensory mechanism. 

At the level of brain activity, physical science surrenders the 
reins of analysis: the exact relation between brain activity and 
consciousness being left for the philosopher or psychologist to 
determine.(Footnote: 1: Cf. Part III, Section A, Chapter IV, 
notes on the metaphysical argument. But the scientific analysis 
of perception has shown us that---whatever the relation between 
brain-events and mind-events---a perception is not ontologi- 
cally identical with the externally existing object. 

(2) Second, epistemological dualism, being a corollary of 
rational empiricism, is supported by the whole weight of argu- 
mentation that has established the truth of the latter theory: if a 
premise is true (rational empiricism), so also is its necessary 
implication. 

(3) Finally, epistemological dualism may be established by 
reducing proposed alternatives to a self-contradiction. It is to 
this task that we now turn. 

Proposed alternatives.---Very casual meditation will serve 
to convince one that the logically possible alternative theories--- 
so far as the terms of the knowledge situation are concerned--- 
are the following: 

(1) The idea and the object are ontologically distinct. (Dual- 
ism) 

(2) The idea and the object are numerically identical (or if 
we accept a critical position: there is a partial numerical iden- 
tity), but the object is real apart from the knowledge of it. (Mo- 
nism) 

(3) The idea alone is real, there being no independent object 
apart from the knowledge present in consciousness. (solipsism, 
or Subjective Idealism) 

(4) The object alone is real, the presence of conscious ideas 
being a pure illusion. (IIlusionism) 


(5) Neither idea nor object exists. (Nihilism) 

If therefore the last four positions can be exposed as inade- 
quate, the first---namely, epistemological dualism---will be es- 
tablished. Nor does this reasoning commit the fallacy of 
consequent, according to which a conclusion is accepted merely 
because those results are present which ought to be present if 
the theory were true. For this fallacy occurs only when some 
other possible circumstances might produce the same result. A 
match, for example, may cause a fire; but it cannot therefore be 
concluded that wherever fire is present, it was caused by a 
match: for there are other causes which might produce fire--- 
lightning, for instance. 

But in the case of the above epistemological alternatives, 
there are no other logically possible explanations than those 
mentioned. Consequently, the destruction of the remaining 
logically possible alternatives will involve the truth of episte- 
mological dualism---unless we are ready to accept that self- 
refuting skepticism according to which no solution to the prob- 
lem is possible. 

Consider the theories in reverse order: 

(1) (2) Nihilism and Illusionism, as we have called them, 
have [[Page 98]] not usually been presented as serious theories: 
indeed, they are so untenable that the very statement of them is 
practically sufficient for their refutation. 

Nihilism is directly self-contradictory and therefore invalid: 
for if neither ideas nor objects exist---and these are all the reali- 
ties that would exist if they did---then by hypothesis this theory 
does not exist and therefore requires no refutation. Surely no 
one will maintain that we should refute nothing. And if he 
does, then he at least exists to refute the objection. 

Illusionism suffers a similar fate. For if consciousness is a 
pure illusion, then even the illusion itself does not exist, since 
no illusions exist except in consciousness. Again, this theory 


itself, being a series of ideas in consciousness, does not exist. 
In both these ways, illusionism reduces to self-contradiction. 

(3) Solipsism or Subjective Idealism. (a) Even if solipsism 
were true, epistemological dualism would still follow. Solip- 
sism teaches that for each self the world of experience and real- 
ity is in his mind and has only subjective existence. But eather 
this self and its world of ideas are ontologically identical or not. 
Suppose they are identical: self and ideas are the same. But 
they cannot be identical if monism is true: for either the world’s 
separate existence would then be illusory, or that of the self 
would be thus illusory, since I do in fact appear to know these 
realities (?) as distinct. 

In the first case, there is a difference between the real object 
and the idea, because the illusion of the world’s existence is 
obviously not the same thing as the self, else there would be no 
ground conceivable for calling the former an illusion. In the 
second case, there is the same difference: for the illusion of the 
selfs existence could not be the same thing as the world, and 
for the same reason just mentioned, namely, that on such terms 
there would be no ground for speaking of an illusion at all. 
There is further the added point that the position then reduces to 
nihilism: for by hypothesis the world of experience has no ob- 
jective existence; and if there is no self or subject, it has no sub- 
jective existence either. Since these two exhaust the 
possibilities, it follows that the world of experience has no exis- 
tence. And this is precisely the theory of nihilism which has 
already been refuted. Thus, in either case, solipsism involves 
epistemological dualism. 

Suppose then that the self and its world of ideas are distinct. 
In [[Page 99]] this case epistemological dualism follows at 
once. For the essence of the theory will then be that ideas are 
projected by the self. And since only the self has ultimate ac- 
tual existence, it follows that the real object and the idea of it 
are distinct. And this is the dualistic assertion. 


Thus, whether solipsism identifies self and world or distin- 
guishes them, epistemological dualism holds its validity. 

But in fact, solipsism itself is untenable: (a) Because the 
world appears to have a separate existence from my conscious- 
ness: and there is no way of accounting for this illusion if the 
world is actually the projection of my consciousness. For such 
an illusion would have to reduce ultimately to an act of will---in 
which case it would not be an illusion, and then solipsism itself 
would collapse; or it would spring from an extraneous cause, in 
which case the self is not the only reality. 

(b) Solipsism cannot account for the fact hat in perception 
we seem at least to be affected involuntarily. As Wild puts it: 
“We cannot make or provide ourselves with external sensations 
of our own making when we are in an_unbefuddled 
state.’(Footnote: 2: J. Wild, /ntroduction to Realistic Philoso- 
phy, p. 436. 

(4) Monism is open to the following objections: 

(a) The very way in which the monistic theory is formulated 
establishes its falsity. Beginning with the facts of conscious- 
ness, the monist in epistemology attempts to find correlates for 
these facts in the real, external world. But this very procedure 
assumes that the fact in consciousness is distinct from the fact 
as independently existing n the external world. Otherwise, the 
monist would have no motivation to formulate his theory, since 
it attempts to correlate the two. Thus when perception is said to 
be the identical presence of the object to the mind, what is said 
would be unintelligible if it were not false: for since my only 
knowledge of the external world in particular springs ultimately 
from perceptions, if the percept and the object were numerically 
one, I would never have any reason for saying so. 

Nor is the situation saved by appeal to so-called critical mo- 
nism, which asserts the percept and object to be partially the 
same numerically, partially different. For prior to critical cb- 
termination, for ought I know, the whole percept may be m- 


merically distinct from the dbject; furthermore, the fact that I 
critically consider the percept [[Page 100]] to determine its rela- 
tion to the object, implies at once that percept and object are 
distinct. 

(b) As previously indicated, the theory contradicts the scien- 
tific analysis of our perception of external objects. 

(c) The theory fails to account for pure sensory illusion: as 
when I see double by pressing the eyeball; although, in fact, 
other percepts tell me the object is not double. But if monism 
were true, then the same object would be both double and not 
double in the same manner---which is self-contradictory. 

(d) The theory overlooks the fact that ideas and physical ob- 
jects have mutually exclusive attributes. A physical object has, 
for instance, extension and weight, while an idea has neither. 
An idea, on the other hand, is clear or confused, adequate or in- 
adequate, while none of these predicates may be similarly 
predicated of physical objects. Yet if monism were true, if per- 
ception were the identical presence of the object to the mind, 
the object and the percept would have the same attributes--- 
which is absurd. 

(e) Wild presents a further list of objections as follows: (i) If 
monism were true, why should we not sense everything with 
any given sense?, though in fact each sense senses only one 
kind of thing.(Footnote: 3: [bid., p. 414. (ii) There are many 
things in the world---like ultraviolet light---that we do not sense 
at all: our very knowledge of these assumes our idea of them to 
be distinct from the realities themselves.(Footnote: 4: Jdem. 
(iii) Sensation depends, in many cases, on physical influences 
which emanate from the object: thus, for instance, I cannot see 
colors at night. But this implies that the object itself and my 
percept of it are distinct.(Footnote: 5: Idem. 

(f) Finally, monism cannot explain the existence of qualities 
like color, smell, etc. Scientific analysis reduces all the aspects 
of external objects to quantitative proportions: a color, for ex- 


ample, is not in the object as such, but depends for its existence 
upon a relation to the percipient’s sensory mechanism. But if 
perception were the identical presence of the object, no experi- 
ence of qualities would be possible at all---which is obviously 
ridiculous. Even the monist will be seeing red when he reads 
this argument! Consequently, either the scientific analysis of 
qualities must be surrendered, or monism must be mpugned. 
Since scientific analysis may be questionable here, I do not 
press this last argument as completely decisive. [[Page 101]] 
Conclusion.---Thus every alternative to epistemological dual- 
ism reduces ultimately to self-contradiction. And since the a- 
ternatives considered exhaust the possibilities, we must 
conclude that the dualistic theory is completely substantiated. 


Second Corollary: the Coherence Theory of Truth 
A. Formulation of the Theory 


Definition and meaning.---The coherence theory of truth, as 
I profess it, is the theory that the truth or falsity of any proposi- 
tion whatever is to be tested and determined by the considera- 
tion of: (i) whether or not the proposition results from a self- 
consistent application of the categorical structure to experiential 
data; and (ii) whether or not such proposition is systematically 
correlated both with the data in question and with the whole 
body of previously established propositions. 

Thus the test is two fold and may be presented in question 
form: (i) Have the basic presuppositions of all thought (the syn- 
thetic a priori categories) been applied with self-consistency, 
Le., without internal self-contradiction? (ii) Is the proposition 
consistently correlated, both with the whole range of available 
data directly pertinent to the entity or situation in question, and 
with the whole body of propositions previously established in 
similar fashion? 


Consider the following proposition: I am twenty-eight years 
of age. How is the truth of this proposition to be tested, accord- 
ing to the coherence theory? In the following manner: First, is 
the proposition internally free from self-contradiction so far as 
the meanings of its terms are concerned? Have I predicated of 
myself something that is consistently possible in accordance 
with the meaning of the subject-term, 7? Is there any thing 
about being a human / that would analytically preclude my be- 
ing a certain age? Apparently, the proposition meets this first 
test successfully. 

Second, does the proposition fit in with the whole range of 
directly pertinent data about myself and with the whole body of 
previously established propositions? For example: do the tes- 
timonies of my grandparents and parents, or other possible wit- 
nesses, substantiate or cohere with this proposition? Is the fact 
on record, through the recording of my birth data at the bureau 
of vital statistics in the district were I was born? And so the 
questions may be raised. If I find that the whole range of avail- 
able data confirms the original propost [[Page 102]] tion in 
every case, or that apparently contrary cases have some alterna- 
tive and coherent explanation, I am provisionally justified in 
accepting the proposition as true. Of course, a whole cluster of 
previously accepted propositions is likewise pertinent, but in a 
less immediate sense: e.g., that age is determinable, or that co- 
herence is a reliable test, or, ultimately, that knowledge is pos- 
sible. 

From the foregoing definition and illustration a number of 
general implications about the coherence theory of truth may be 
drawn: 

(1) The theory depends upon synthetic apriorism. For if the 
knowing mind had no a priori structure of rationality, the c- 
herence test could not be applied: there would, for example, be 
no basic presuppositions of all thought in terms of which initial 


propositions could be either tested or correlated to the body of 
propositions taken to be valid. 

(2) The theory of coherence itself is no exception to its own 
truth. It too, as a formulated theory, is to be tested in the same 
manner. But how, you say, is this possible? How could I apply 
the theory if I did not first formulate it, and how if it is true, 
could I formulate it if I did not know its truth to begin with? 

The answer is that the coherence theory is merely the formu- 
lation, in consciousness, of the way in which the a priori cate- 
gorical structure ideally functions from the outset in the 
manipulation of experiential data. It is not then that I need to 
know the theory to begin with, but that the theory is a conscious 
description of the way in which I do in fact think to begin with. 
The whole argument for synthetic apriorism is therefore an a- 
gument for the coherence theory of truth: and just as the apriori 
categories as such were established by showing that without 
them knowledge would be impossible, so the coherence theory 
is established in the same way by showing that rational nature 
does in fact test its propositions in this manner and that if valid 
knowledge were not thus attainable, skepticism would result. 

(3) The theory does not appeal to certain axioms as self- 
evident. In fact, no proposition is self-evident as such. If it is a 
basic proposition, its validity is demonstrated by showing that 
if the proposition were not true, knowledge would be impossi- 
ble. It is sometimes said, for example, that the law of contra- 
diction is self-evident because its reaffirmation is involved in its 
denial. But as Blanshard points out, this argument is itself an 
appeal to coherence: [[Page 103]] 


[indent] The demonstration lies in showing that acceptance 
of the law is necessary on pain of incoherence. The argument 
is: if the law of contradiction holds, then within the system gov- 
erned by it even the assertion that it does not hold assumes that 
it does. The incoherence is between the principle of the system 


and the content of a proposition supposed to be made within 
it.(Footnote: 6: B. Blanshard, The Nature of Thought, vol. U, 
pp. 252, 253. 


(4) Our knowledge of the truth of any proposition of fact 
concerning which error is possible is provisional and subject to 
revision by the continued application of the coherence test to 
broader ranges of data. 

There are, indeed, some propositions about which error is 
impossible from a logical point of view. In general, these are of 
two classes: (i) All synthetic a priori propositions when they are 
formulated consistently (1.e., propositions consistently express- 
ing, or derived from, the basic categories which make all 
thought possible). Such propositions are, when correctly for- 
mulated, not provisional but certain, for the possibility of 
knowledge itself rests upon their validity, else they would not 
be the basic propositions we presumed they were. 

(ii) Propositions which describe an initial perceptual experi- 
ence: e.g., I feel cold; or this chair feels hard to me; or I experi- 
ence this paper as white. Such propositions, since they merely 
describe my actual state of consciousness, do not admit of being 
false, provided they are genuinely descriptive. 

But when I make transition to statements such as: The room 
is cold; the chair is hard; the paper is white; then the situation 
changes. and in general, all synthetic a posteriori judgments, so 
far as they make an assertion about a presumed objective and 
independent reality, are provisional in nature because they ck- 
pend for their absolute justification upon the whole range of 
experiential data---which, in fact, is not simultaneously avail- 
able to a finite self. The important exception to this rule occurs 
when it is possible to reduce all logically conceivable alterna- 
tives of a given proposition to self-contradiction. In such a 
case, the synthetic statement, even though a posteriori, may be 
taken as absolutely demonstrated. The significance of this ex- 


ception will become increasingly evident as our argument pro- 
gresses. 

Relation of the theory to epistemological dualism.---If, as we 
have shown, the mind is directly aware of representative ideas 
alone and not of the independently existing object as such, it 
follows that either [[Page 104]] knowledge is impossible, or 
that valid knowledge of the independent object can be had by 
the systematic correlation of ideas in the manner suggested by 
the coherence theory of truth. Since skepticism is self- 
contradictory---since, in fact, it can only state its case intelligi- 
bly by appealing to that very possibility of knowledge which it 
denies, truth must be attainable by the test of coherence. And if 
someone here objects to our argument assuming the validity of 
the coherence test, I will ask him to state an intelligible argu- 
ment that does not; in fact, I call every opponent to the bar of 
this very challenge! 

Answer to the objections.---While the major objections to 
the coherence theory have already been anticipated and an- 
swered in our formulation of the theory itself, some attention 
should be given to specific further criticisms. Blan- 
shard(Footnote: 7: Ibid., p. 269f. gives a typical catalogue, but 
his answer to the catalogue of such objections seems to me to 
be tragic, since it leaves the coherence theory itself in a state of 
hypothetical validity.(Footnote: 8: [bid., p. 291. No such theory 
of truth will, in our opinion, be sufficient: if the tests of truth 
are not absolutely normative, all predication is ultimately hope- 
less and unintelligible. 

The most important of these objections---so far as they have 
not appeared already in our discussion---are the following: 

(1) That the theory actually reduces to correspondence since 
the truth of knowledge as a whole is measured by its approxi- 
mation to an absolute system.(Footnote: 9: [bid., p. 272. We 
answer: (a) That if the coherence test did not concrete in a 
knowledge that involved a partial representative correspon- 


dence both to objects as independently existing and to objects 
as possibly known by an absolute mind, skepticism would te- 
sult. (b) That it is precisely the point of the coherence theory to 
prescribe the mode by which the correspondence of our repre- 
sentative ideas with independent objects may be ascertained. 
No one doubts, I presume, that a true proposition must embody 
such a correspondence: it is when correspondence is allegedly 
established as itself the test of truth, that difficulty, as we shall 
presently note, ensues. 

(2) That a system of thought can be fully coherent without 
being true.(Footnote: 10: [bid., p. 275. We answer: (a) That the 
objection is self-contradictory. For either the proposed system 
is known to be false or not: if it is not, there is no ground for the 
objection; if it is known to be false, then [[Page 105]] it is ipso 
facto not a perfectly coherent system in the sense in which we 
have defined coherence. For our theory holds “that one system 
only is true, namely the system in which everything real and 
possible is coherently ncluded.’’(Footnote: 11: Jbid., pp. 275, 
276. Any ground that mpugned the truth of a system would 
by that very fact impugn the system’s claim to coherence. 

(b) Nor could there be two or more systems that meet the 
test of coherence. Each such system would omit at least one 
fact: namely, the fact that explanation is possible in terms of the 
alternative theories, nor could it include this fact without con- 
tradicting itself.(Footnote: 12: Ibid., p. 277. If, on the other 
hand, there is some rational basis for believing one system as 
over against the others, only the system that was thus character- 
ized would be an approximation of ideal and perfect coherence. 
It follows that there could be no more than one ultimately co- 
herent system, although it is granted at once that, with the ex- 
ceptions noted previously, the correlation of our propositions 
with this system may be only approximative. 


B. Proposed Alternatives 


There are three ways in which the coherence theory of truth 
may be supported: (1) by showing, positively, that knowledge is 
possible only on the assumption of the theory’s validity; (ii) by 
showing, negatively, that specific objections to the theory are 
invalid; and (iii) again negatively, that proposed alternative 
theories of truth are inadequate. Our discussion has already 
embodied the first two types of evidence, so that there remains 
only the consideration of the third. 

Aside from the so-called self-evidence theory which has d- 
ready been discarded, there are two proposed alternative theo- 
ries: (1) The Correspondence theory, according to which a 
proposition is true if it corresponds to a fact. (2) The Pragmatic 
theory, according to which a proposition’s truth is its practical 
workability as a plan of action. 

The correspondence theory of truth.---(1) The theory formu- 
lated. 

The theory is best expressed in the words of one of its own 
proponents, Bertrand Russell. He speaks of “the correspon- 
dence theory of truth, according to which he truth of basic 
propositions depends on their relation to some occurrence, and 
the truth of other propos+ [[Page 106]] tions depends upon their 
syntactical relations to basic propositions. For my part, I adhere 
firmly to... this theory.”(Footnote: 13: B. Russell, Dictionary 
of Mind, Matter and Morals, p. 260. 

But if basic truth is thus a correspondence with fact, how do 
I get to this correspondence? In all candor, Russell admits “that 
while we don’t get as many facts as we should like, we do ar- 
rive at some: we get at our own feelings and sensations, which 
seem to be verifications of our previous beliefs.’(Footnote: 14: 
TIbid., p. 259. In any case, the truth of a proposition is to be 
tested by its correspondence with an objective factual situation. 

(2) The theory refuted 


(a) If epistemological dualism is true---as we have attempted 
to show, then there is no way in which the mind can actually 
transcend its ideas to compare, so that while the goal of a true 
proposition is the adequate representational concept of some 
independent fact or situation, the only way of defining the 
proposition as true, or declaring it to be thus an adequate repre- 
sentation of the object, must consist in the systematic correla- 
tion of our ideas in a self-consistent whole: and this is precisely 
the coherence theory as I profess it. In other words, the only 
way of testing correspondence is by coherence, so that the for- 
mer is not an adequate theory of truth. 

Russell’s own critical realism should convince him of this 
fact. Indeed, his very formulation of the correspondence theory 
implies its inadequacy. The facts we do get at, he maintains, 
are our own feelings and sensations. But if this is the case, it is 
implicitly admitted that we do not “get at’ independently exist- 
ing objects, so that the truth about them must either be impossi- 
ble---which is skepticism---or else determinable by the 
coherence propositions which interpret experiential data. 

And with respect to sensations and feelings themselves; as 
soon as we formulate even a descriptive proposition about 
them, we surrender the possibility of observing any correspon- 
dence between proposition and fact: we never can get outside 
our circle of propositions to see if they correspond with the pre- 
sumed separate feeling or sensation. After all, even such a feel- 
ing or sensation does not exist for us until it becomes the object 
of intelligible experience: and such an experience always con- 
sists in a judgment or a series of judg- [[Page 107]] ments. At 
least I cannot recall ever having had a sensation that I did not 
experience as the object of mtelligence. And if anyone can thus 
recall a sensation, his very recalling it proves that it existed first 
as an intelligible experience so far as he was and is concerned: 
certainly we cannot recall from memory what was not first in 
consciousness as an idea. 


As Blanshard puts the point: “What the [correspondence] 
theory takes as fact and actually uses as such is another judg- 
ment or set of judgments, and what provides the verification is 
the coherence between the initial judgment and 
these.’’(Footnote: 16: Idem. Epistemological dualism therefore 
renders the correspondence theory untenable: the theory itself 
would be unintelligible if it were not inadequate, since the only 
test of the theory itself is its self-consistent coherence with ex- 
periential data. There surely are no solid facts to which the cor- 
respondence theory itself corresponds. 

(b) But suppose, for the sake of argument, that epistemo- 
logical monism is true---a position that Russell himself repudi- 
ates; in this case, there certainly is no ground for maintaining 
the correspondence theory. If perception is the identical pres- 
ence of the object to the mind, there would be no conceivable 
mode, nor indeed any intelligible meaning, for asserting any 
correspondence between percept and object. But if we accept 
the reality of both ideas and objects, the relation between them 
must be either dualistic or monistic; since the correspondence 
theory of truth is unsustained in either framework, it is legiti- 
mate to conclude it invalidity. 

The pragmatic theory of truth---(1) The theory formulated. 

The principal exponents of the pragmatic theory in America 
have been William James and John Dewey. 

According to these thinkers, a proposition is true if it brings 
us into a satisfactory relation with our experience. Thus Dewey 
writes: 


[indent] If ideas . . . or propositions are instrumental to an 
active reorganization of the given environment, to a removal of 
some specific trouble and perplexity, then the test o their valid- 
ity and value lies n accomplishing this work. If they succeed 
in their office . . . they are true. .. . The hypothesis that works is 
the true one; and truth is an abstract noun applied to the collec- 


tion of cases, actual, foreseen and desired, that receive confir- 
mation in their works and consequences.(Footnote: 17: J. 
Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy, pp. 156, 157. [[Page 
108]] 


While the views of James are specifically different from 
Dewey’s in their precise application, it seems to me that the 
former holds the same general theory about truth as the latter. 

Thus he writes: 


[indent] Ideas . . . become true just in so far as they help us 
to get into satisfactory relation with other parts of our experi- 
ence. ... Any idea that will carry us prosperously from any one 
part of our experience to any other part .. . is true for just so 
much, true in so far forth, true instrumentally.(Footnote: 18: W. 
James, Pragmatism, p. 58. 


James admits that this theory of truth involves the following 
implications: (1) An idea is not true as such, but becomes true: 
its truth is in fact identical with the process of its verifica- 
tion.(Footnote: 19: W. James, The Meaning of Truth, p. vi. (ii) 
Workability in experience is therefore the very meaning of an 
idea’s truth.(Footnote: 20: Ibid., pp. vi, vii. (iii) Pragmatism 
involves epistemological dualism: in fact, this position “lies at 
the base of the pragmatist definition of truth.’(Footnote: 21: 
Ibid., pp. 217, 218. And it is by workability as a criterion that 
the correspondence of idea and object is established.(Footnote: 
Dd 

Pragmatism maintains then that the truth of a proposition is 
its instrumental workability as a plan of action, either for 
thought or for activity in the physical environment: workability 
is not merely a test of truth’s presence: it is truth itself. 

(2) The theory refuted. May I say, by way of prolegomena, 
that the pragmatic theory of truth has been subjected to such 


thorough refutation that no more than a brief catalogue of ob- 
jections needs to be cited. The most thorough refutation known 
to me is that of Blanshard in his The Nature of Thought, Vol- 
ume I, page 349ff. The pragmatic theory is unacceptable for 
the following reasons: 

(a) Pragmatism is self-contradictory in at least the following 
ways: 

(i) The truth of an idea would be identified with its 
workability only on the basis of a presumed knowledge of 
workability, the truth of which knowledge must therefore be 
determined by some other criterion than workability itself. But 
in this case the hypothesis that the truth of an idea is its 
workability would be false at its most crucial point---which is 
selfH-oherarlietasythe workable, what is the workable? Either I 
have [[Page 109]] a true knowledge of workability or not. If 
not, then the pragmatic theory is unintelligible. But if I do have 
such a true knowledge, then workability cannot be the ultimate 
concept for the definition of truth. It follows that, in either 
case, the hypothesis that the true is the workable is contravened: 
workability as a fest for truth necessarily transcends itself in a 
higher definition of the meaning of troth itself. 

If it be said that workability should be defined as satisfactory 
adjustment to environment, then the same questions may be 
asked about this satisfactory adjustment, and so on to an infinite 
regress; unless I come at last to a synthetic a priori, the validity 
of which brings us ultimately to the coherence, rather than the 
pragmatic theory of truth. It therefore appears that the very n- 
telligibility of the pragmatic theory impugns its sufficiency. 

(ii) If a given proposition is true only through the process of 
verification and not as such, then an infinite regress of ideas is 
involved so that knowledge becomes impossible---which is 
self-contradictory. for what constitutes the truth of the princi- 
ples of verification? They also become true only by being veri- 
fied and so on to infinity! Unless we finally reach principles 


which are true as such and not by becoming true, we can never 
have knowledge of anything: but the reality of such principles 
would and does refute the pragmatic theory.(Footnote: 23: Cf. 
Blanshard, op. cit., I, p. 367. 

Pragmatism itself---being a proposition or set of proposi- 
tions---is in precisely the same predicament. For if it becomes 
true only by verification, and if verification, on the pragmatic 
theory, involves an infinite regress of propositions, it follows 
that pragmatism itself is not true and never can become true; 
but in this case it is false---which again is self-contradictory. 
Furthermore, if it be asked what principles might be used to 
verify the pragmatic theory itself, I have no idea what the a- 
swer might be except in terms which would repudiate the the- 
ory propounded. 

(iii) Even if these difficulties could be overcome, pragma- 
tism would share the self-contradiction that we have already 
found in empiricism. For no series of partial verifications could 
ever justify a universal and necessary proposition. But then two 
curious results would ensue: first, the proposition just men- 
tioned could not be universally true---which is absurd; second, 
pragmatism itself would not [[Page 110]] be universally true 
and would therefore be inadequate as a theory of truth. 

(b) A proposition asserts a present attribute or past situation 
and not a future expectancy. A historical statement, for exam- 
ple, is obviously either true or false as such: it is meaningless to 
say that it becomes true or false. Either Napoleon spat in a 
puddle at 10:04 a.m. on the morning of August 12, 1811, or he 
did not. A proposition about such a situation cannot be said to 
become true or false: otherwise, why should I take the trouble 
to determine whether any historical statement is true? 

But the same holds, as Blanshard points out,(Footnote: 24: 
Ibid., p. 356. of any proposition about the present situation as 
well. If I say: Vinegar is sour; I do not mean the same thing as 
if I had said: If I taste vinegar, I will experience sourness. For 


if the two propositions were analytically identical---as the 
pragmatist must hold that they are---I would never test the for- 
mer by the action suggested in the latter. Hther the vinegar is 
sour or it is not. And if not, it is the last vinegar I buy from that 
store! 

(c) Again, intelligent action implies, as we have shown re- 
peatedly, the antecedent possession, as modes of thought that 
may become conscious ideas, of some truth not derived from 
action itself: namely, the basic presuppositions of all thought; 
so that these cannot become true through verific ation in action, 
since action, if it is intelligent, presupposes their functioning. 
Consequently, the pragmatic theory cannot account for the pos- 
sibility of the very action it regards as basic. 

(d) If the pragmatist, with James, accepts epistemological 
dualism: we have already shown ad nauseam that this position 
makes the coherence theory of truth the only alternative of 
skepticism. 

(e) Finally, the very mode, by which pragmatists attempt to 
establish their theory, indicates its falsity: they attempt to show 
that it is a systematically consistent theory of truth, that it is not 
self-contradictory, that it explains the whole range of data in- 
volved in the knowledge situation. But this entire process m- 
plies that the systematic consistency at which the theory aims is 
itself the test in terms of which a theory or set of judgments 
should be accepted: and such is precisely the coherence theory 
of truth. To put the point briefly: the only grounds for believing 
pragmatism are necessarily considera- [[Page 111]] tions which 
involve the repudiation of that very pragmatism as decisively 
inadequate. 

I therefore conclude that, since pragmatism reduces, on 
every line of analysis, to self-contradiction; and since the very 
grounds on which it rests constitute its refutation; it is totally 
unsustained as a theory of truth. 


Conclusion.---Since neither of the proposed alternatives to 
coherence meets the test of rational analysis, and since both of 
them are intelligible only in terms of the coherence they osten- 
sibly repudiate, therefore, the coherence theory of truth has met 
the test of ultimate adequacy. 


Concerning the Relation of Epistemology to Metaphysics 
The Logical Primacy of Epistemology 


The corollary of our whole discussion up to this point is 
clearly this: that valid assertions concerning the nature of real- 
ity, whether about the immediate realities of experience or 
about the relation of these to the basic and ultimate reality, can 
be established only in the context of an epistemology which de- 
lineates the basic presuppositions for the possibility of knowl 
edge itself. In other words, epistemology, from our vantage 
point as knowers, is logically prior and basic to metaphysics, 
which is therefore the second object of philosophical attention, 
and not the first. Before an elaboration of what we can ulti- 
mately know is possible, there must exist a comprehensive un- 
derstanding of how we know any object whatsoever, if our 
metaphysical dogmas are to transcend belief in knowledge. 

Of course, there is a certain sense in which being, as a fact, 
is in Our experience prior to knowing: not only does our know- 
ing presuppose the fact or our existence as knowers, but, when 
once the basis of knowledge is made clear, conclusions are 
reached which indicate that the material universe (and it’s ulti- 
mate metaphysical ground) existed long before human knowers 
appeared on the cosmic scene. But this is a far different thing 
from contending that our basic metaphysical beliefs must be de- 
termined prior to any discussion of the presuppositions of pos- 
sible knowledge. For this last contention would be to rest our 
most crucial beliefs on a nonrational basis. It may be the case 


that, Ultimate Reality being what it is, the possibility of knowl- 
edge is what it is: but this does not mean that our knowledge of 
the Ultimately Reality is basic o the understanding, initially, of 
[[Page 112]] the principles of knowledge. Indeed, that meta- 
physical knowledge would be impossible without the prior pos- 
session of the basic categories themselves. And if such be the 
case, then it is self-contradictory © say that the knowledge of 
the metaphysical ultimate is logically basic to the knowledge of 
knowledge itself. And would not the suggestion be premature: 
the far-reaching implication might be asserted even here that 
this means that in the final analysis being and knowledge com- 
cide in the ultimate reality. But more of this in a subsequent 
context. 

But, it may be insisted, you seem to be arguing that I could 
not know anything without understanding its rational basis, and 
on these grounds I will involve myself in an infinite regress that 
makes knowledge impossible, since the principles of knowl- 
edge themselves require a rational basis, and so on. The answer 
to this objection is twofold: 

(i) First, there is a sense in which we do possess knowledge 
apart from an understanding of its rational basis. That is, we 
become aware of ourselves as knowing subjects, capable of un- 
derstanding and positing meaningful predications. Beginning 
with this fact that in our experience knowledge is possible, we 
raise the question---if we are speculatively inclined: how is the 
possibility of knowledge ultimately to be explained? In answer 
to this question, we are led finally to the whole structure of 
epistemology that has formed the substance of our previous dis- 
cussion. Since such an epistemology concludes a synthetic a 
priori factor in knowledge, no such infinite regress of rational 
bases, as the objection charges, is involved in our knowing: the 
mind comes to the data of experience with the basic structure of 
thought. 


(ii) Second, it is possible to maintain a whole nexus of true 
beliefs without understanding their rational basis in cetail: just 
as a man may fly to Chicago in a United Mainliner without a 
detailed understanding of the principles of science involved in 
the possibility of flight. But just as it is in terms of the validity 
of these very principles that he can fly, so it is in terms of the 
principles of knowledge that a many can entertain a true belief; 
although in both cases the detailed understanding of these prin- 
ciples may be absent. It is, in fact, a cardinal point in our epis- 
temology that we use the basic presuppositions of thought long 
before the principles themselves become clearly [[Page 113]] 
formulated in consciousness. If this were not so, knowledge 
could never begin. 

Epistemology, therefore, I take to be logically prior to the 
establishment of any basic metaphysical theory: to know what 
being is, we must first know what knowing is, if our metaphysi- 
cal view is to commend itself as rational and transcend mere be- 
lief in demonstrative knowledge. 


The Establishment of a common Ground 


Since epistemology is logically prior to metaphysics, and 
since knowing presupposes, as we have seen, both a categorical 
structure and experiential data, it follows that there is a com- 
mon basis or ground in terms of which rational and universally 
acceptable propositions about reality---whether ultimate or sub- 
ordinate---may be reached. 

An adequate metaphysic should be such that it commends 
itself to all knowing minds, insofar as they determine their be- 
liefs rationally. Such a metaphysic should embody principles 
that all men ought rationally to accept. If, for example, natural- 
ism---the doctrine that mture alone, as the space-time nexus, is 
real---should be true, it ought to be rationally obligatory on all 
intelligent knowers, gua rational, to acept it. If, on the other 


hand, theism---the doctrine that nature’s reality is subordinated 
to that of a transcendent Being---should be true, it ought to be 
able to commend itself as similarly obligating acceptance. In 
this last case, the validity of what has been called natural or ra- 
tional theology will have been fully justified.(Footnote: 25: For 
a detailed development of this theme, consult Part II, Chapter 
III; Part III entire. 


Part II 


AN EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE 
POSITIONS 


Chapter I 


THE EMPIRICAL APPROACH 


Objective Empiricism: The Roman Catholic Position: 
Thomism 


Formulation of the Position 
A. The General Nature of Knowledge 


Summary statement.---The first of several major alternatives to 
rational empiricism, as a mode to the knowledge of the Ulti- 
mate Reality, confronts us in the objective empiricism that was 
first given detailed theological exposition by Thomas Aquinas 
(a.d. 1225-1274), and in modern times has become the official 
philosophical position of the Roman Catholic Church. Accord- 
ing to this position, the origin, nature, and limits of natural 
knowledge (i.e., of knowledge apart from special or supernatu- 
ral revelation) may be described as follows: 

Knowing originates in a process of abstraction whereby the 
sense data are freed from their particular or individual elements 
through the active intellect and then concreted in the potential 
intellect as intelligible species or universal ideas. The whole of 
knowledge is therefore derived, on the natural level, from the 


data and objects of sense: so that there are neither innate ideas 
nor innate categories in the mind at the start of experience. 

On the other hand, the intellect is active and does have a 
certain initial structure in the sense that it has the capacity, or 
intellectual light, whereby, through participation in the Divine 
Intellect, the abstraction of the universal from the particular 
takes place. 

As to its nature, then, knowledge consists in an apprehension 
and possession by the mind of the universal ideas or intelligible 
species that are exemplified in particular sense objects. Such a 
position is rightly called objective empiricism: objective, be- 
cause it holds to an [[Page 118]] externally teal referent from a 
consideration of which all knowledge originates: namely, the 
concrete entity apparent to sense; empiricism, because all 
knowledge is thus mediated through the senses or the sensory 
mechanism. Still, however, the level of knowledge is teached 
only when the intellect apprehends the particular object through 
a knowledge of its universal form: ideas are, by their very m- 
ture, universal, so that knowledge would be impossible if there 
were not an abstracting power whereby the universal is known 
from the particular object. 

The initial objects of knowledge of knowledge are the so- 
called first principles, such as the ideas of being and unity: 
these principles are not innate but are merely the first objects to 
be abstracted from contact with sensible things, although the 
aptitude for forming these principles is wrought into the very 
nature of the intellect. 

The origin and nature of knowledge being thus cscribed, 
the implied limitation of knowledge may be stated as a corol- 
lary: strictly speaking, knowledge is confined within the limits 
prescribed by the objects of sense. Only abstractions from sen- 
sible things can form a basis for valid knowledge in the first in- 
stance.(Footnote: 1: E. Gilson, The Philosophy of St. Thomas 
Aquinas, p. 230. 


Working “from the outside in,” as a true empiricist ought to 
do here, knowledge may be described as a concourse between 
two factors: the sense data, on the one hand; and the ntellect, 
both active and passive, on the other. The process of this con- 
course consists in the abstraction, initially of the first principles, 
subsequently of the universal ideas or intelligible species. It is 
to the detailed consideration of these factors and this process 
that our attention is now directed. 

The factors of knowledge. ---(1) The Intellect 

(a) Passive Intellect: At the outset, it must be noted that the 
intellect is passive, i.e., it contains no innate species or inborn 
knowledge. The intellect, to employ an oft-repeated metaphor, 
is like a wax tablet at birth. “The human intellect . . . is in po- 
tentiality [i.e., a state of passivity] with regard to things intelli- 
gible, and is at first like a clean tablet on which nothing is 
written.” (Footnote: 2: Basic Writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas, 
vol. I, pp. 747-748; Summa Theologica, I, qu. 7a, art. 2. 

Nor does this mean merely that the soul is passive in receiv- 
ing the intelligibles, but it means rather that she is “naturally 
deprived of them.”’(Footnote: 3: Gilson, op. cit., p. 235. Such a 
passive state is far from ideal, and in consequence it is asserted 
that “the necessity of assuming a certain passivity at the begin- 
ning of our intellectual knowledge rests . . . upon the extreme 
imperfection of our intellect.”(Footnote: 4: Idem. 

(b) Active Intellect: While the soul is thus completely pas- 
sive with respect to the origin of knowledge, yet its passage to a 
knowledge of ideas---or from potency to act, as the Thomists 
say---involves also an activity of the intellect. Since ideas are 
universal and sensa are particular, there must be a special fac- 
ulty which abstracts the form or universal idea of the ob- 
ject.(Footnote: 5: J. Maritain, Introduction to Philosophy, p. 
171. Such capacity, of abstracting from particular objects their 
universal form, is called the faculty of active or agent intel- 
lect.(Footnote: 6: Gilson, op. cit., pp. 235, 236. 


This intellectual light, as Thomas calls it, is: 


[indent] A participated likeness of the uncreated light [of the 
Divine Intellect]. . . . But since besides the intellectual light 
which is in us, intelligible species, which are derived from 
things, are required in order that we may have knowledge of 
material things, therefore this knowledge is not due merely to a 
participation . . . as the Platonists held.(Footnote: 7: Aquinas, 
op. cit., p. 804; Summa, I, qu. 84. art. 5. 


(2) The Sense Data: The sensible objects in some way m- 
pinge upon the senses, which are in immediate contact with 
things. “All our knowledge begins with the senses. Therefore 
intellectual knowledge (knowledge by means of ideas) must 
undoubtedly be derived from sense-knowledge.’’(Footnote: 8: 
Maritain, op. cit., p. 171. All knowledge therefore stems from 
an empirical basis. 

The process of knowledge.---(1) The First Principles 

The initial objects of knowledge are certain first principles, 
like being and unity, which form the basis of all further knowl- 
edge: “Human reasoning, in the order of inquiry and discovery, 
proceeds from certain things absolutely understood---namely, 
the first principles . . .”(Footnote: 9: Aquinas, op. cit., p. 759; 
Summa, I, qu. 79, art. 8. 

It should not be thought, however, that these principles are 
innate: they are merely “the first concepts formed by our intel- 
lect when we come into contact with the sensible . . . the first 
intelligibles which our intellect can reach in starting from sen- 
sible experience. The intellection of these principles is no more 
innate than the conclusions [[Page 120]] of deductive argu- 
ments. . . .’(Footnote: 10: Gilson, op. cit., p. 246. Like all other 
knowledge, the apprehension of these principles is possible 
only by abstraction of their definitions from sensible mat- 
ter.(Footnote: 11: [bid., pp. 246, 247. While the aptitude for 


forming these principles is in the soul initially,(Footnote: 12: 
Ibid., p. 247. the actual apprehension of them presupposes the 
“intervention of the sensible.’(Footnote: 13: Jdem. Thus the 
knowledge of being, unity, etc., is built upon and derived from 
sense objects: “principium nostrae cognitionis est a sensu [our 
knowledge of principles is from sense].”(Footnote: 14: Idem. 

(2) The Intelligible Species 

When once the first principles have been thus abstracted, 
they serve as tools for the abstracting of the whole range of 
universals in terms of which knowledge becomes actual: “We 
abstract universal forms from their particular conditions; which 
is to make them actually intelligible.’(Footnote: 15: Aquinas, 
op. cit., p. 752; Summa, I, qu. 79, art. 4. Knowledge is, in fact, 
an apprehension of particulars through their universal forms, 
and of universals by abstraction from their concrete particular 
instances. 


B. The Resultant Knowledge of God 


Knowledge of God through His effects.---Since all knowl- 
edge, on the natural level, is derived from sense experience, 
knowledge of God is no exception: “The only road which can 
lead us to a knowledge of the Creator must be cut through the 
things of sense. The immediate access to the Cause being 
barred to us, it remains for us to divine it with the help of its ef- 
fects.”(Footnote: 16: Gilson, op. cit., p. 64. 

The knowledge of God’s existence is therefore neither self- 
evident to us nor innate in our intellect: it is rather achieved 
through an analysis of the objects of sense in accordance with 
the process of knowledge already described in the preceding 
section.(Footnote: 17: Aquinas, op. cit., Summa, I, qu. 2, art. 1f. 
The demonstration of God’s existence, according to Thomas, is 
fivefold and rests on analysis successively of motion, efficient 
causation, necessity and contingency, the gradations of the 


good, and the governance of the world.(Footnote: 18: Jbid., 
Summa, I, qu. 2, art. 3, cf. Part III of present work. The consid- 
eration of these various effects leads to a knowledge that their 
Cause exists and is of such and such a character. 

Yet no knowledge of the essence of God (i.e., of God as He 
is in [[Page 121]] Himself, considered independently of the 
mere fact of His existence, etc.) is possible in_ this 
way.(Footnote: 19: Ibid., pp. 12, 13; Summa, I, qu. 1, art. 7. 
From the knowledge of an effect, no perfect knowledge of the 
cause is possible, especially in a case like the knowledge of 
God where the effects are not proportioned to the cause: “yet 
from every effect the existence of the cause can be clearly dem- 
onstrated.”’(Footnote: 20: [bid., p. 21; Summa, I. qu. 2, art. 2. 

The entities which we regard as God’s effects, can never 
give us a knowledge of His essence therefore, because they do 
not equal the power of God the cause; and God’s essence can be 
known only through the knowledge of His whole power: 


[indent] From the knowledge of sensible things the whole 
power of God cannot be known; nor therefore can His essence 
be seen. But because they are His effects and depend on their 
cause, we can be led from them so far as to know of God 
whether He exists, and to know of Him what must necessarily 
belong to Him, as the first cause of all things, exceeding all 
things caused by Him.(Footnote: 21: [bid., p. 109; Summa, I, 
qu. 12, art 12. 


There is likewise a further difficulty which makes the 
knowledge of God through sensible things imperfect: not only 
are the effects a mere partial embodiment of God’s power, they 
are of an entirely different kind. For the idea of God is the no- 
tion of an immaterial or nonsensible substance: how then can 
any passage be possible from sensible things to immaterial sub- 
stance ?(Footnote: 22: Ibid., p. 848, f.; Summa, I, qu. 88, art. 2. 


It is true that the intellect abstracts the forms or ideas from 
sensible objects, but immaterial substances are not forms: 
“However much our intellect may abstract the quiddity [form, 
whatness] of a material thing from matter, it could never arrive 
at anything like an immaterial substance.’’(Footnote: 23: Idem. 
Thus we can never acquire any perfect knowledge of God by 
such a process of abstraction, although some sort of knowledge 
of mmaterial substance, and consequently of God, is possible 
in this manner. This knowledge proceeds by anal- 
ogy.(Footnote: 24: Idem. 

The analogy of being.---While God as cause and creatures as 
effects are essentially distinct, so that no knowledge of God’s 
essence is possible from a knowledge of His effects, still there 
is some analogy between uncreated Being and created being. 
[[Page 122]] 

When God’s existence as the first cause has once been 
established, there is ipso facto established a certain analogy or 
proportion between God and creatures: 


[indent] Because God confers upon all things all their per- 
fections, we are able to discover in all things their resemblance 
and unlikeness to God. . . . It is the creature which . . . resem- 
bles the Creator. But this resemblance is none the less real, and 
would suffice to prevent our asertions concerning God from 
being completely equivocal. In speaking of God and created 
things in the same terms, we use these terms in a sense of at 
least partially common meaning. . . .(Footnote: 25: Gilson, op. 
cit., pp. 109, 110. 


Thus the whole range of predicates ascribed to God has ana- 
logical significance: 1.e., the meaning of the predicates is differ- 
ent when applied to God, from the meaning of the same 
predicates when applied to creatures; yet there is a principle 
which warrants the common applicability of the terms to both 


God and creatures. This principle, in general, is the fact that 
God, as the first cause. contains formally (or in some cases only 
virtually) the archetypes or ideas that are being sealized by the 
whole range of creatures. 

Consequently, no affirmation applies to God in the same 
sense as to creatures: in fact, nothing at all can be predicated of 
God and of creatures in a univocal, r same-meaning, 
sense.(Footnote: 26: Ibid., pp. 108, 109. The result is that 
predications about God fail “to contain or even grasp the reality 
signified.” (Footnote: 27: [bid., p. 109 

Does this analogical character of the predications make God 
unknowable? Such a conclusion would seem natural. And 
Maritain speaks of the situation in a manner that suggests this 
very implication: “God is known by the natural reason analogi- 
cally, so that we perceive the divine perfections in the mirror of 
creatures, without asserting any unity of nature, common meas- 
ure, Or proportion, or mixture or confusion of any kind between 
God and crated things.”(Footnote: 28: Op. cit., p. 259. And 
again: “The infinite abyss of difference of nature which divides 
Him [God] from all is crossed by ananoetic [analogical] intel- 
lection; but the analogous concepts of which it makes use avow 
in that very use their impotence to enclose or delimit the reality 
they thus describe.”(Footnote: 29: J. Maritain, The Degrees of 
Knowledge, pp. 276, 277. To speak thus of the impotence of 
analogous concepts, and of their being no proportion between 
God and creatures, would seem to imply that God is incompre- 
hensible. 

But still an analogy is insisted upon which renders predi- 
cates about God partially meaningful: our descriptive state- 
ments are not sheer equivocation. 

The crux of the problem arises when we realize that God 
must be an absolute unity, whereas the assertions we make 
about His nature are multiple and distinct. There is no particu- 
lar problem when negations are made---as in the assertions that 


God is eternal, or infinite---for such definitions aim at the «- 
clusion of limitations. But what about the ascription of positive 
analogical perfections? Do they not impugn the divine simplic- 
ity? No: just as the intellect forms the resemblance of any unity 
in terms of multiple conceptions, so here; but “if the intellect 
affirms the unity of an object by complex propositions, what- 
ever is diverse and complex in the propositions must be referred 
to the intellect making them, but the unity described by them, 
must be referred to the object.’(Footnote: 30: Gilson, op. cit., 
pp. 110, 111. 

What are the types of analogy, and what, in particular, is the 
analogy that God bears to creatures? 

There are two basic types of analogy, according to Thomis- 
tic thinkers: (1) Analogy of attribution, in which a term is 
predicated of a number of particulars, only one of which pos- 
sesses the property intrinsically and formally, the others pos- 
sessing the property only extrinsically by virtue of their relation 
to the first. Thus health is predicated of man intrinsically and 
formally; of air, color, food, exercise, etc., by virtue of their re- 
lations to man.(Footnote: 31: Phillips. R. P. Modern Thomistic 
Philosophy, U, p. 168, 169. (2) Analogy of proportionality, in 
which a term is predicated of a number of particulars intrinsi- 
cally, in a way that is simply different but proportionally the 
same in all. Such intrinsic meaning may be metaphorical and 
virtual on the one hand, or formal and proper on the other. An 
instance of the former would be: The lion is to the beasts as 
king to his subjects; of the latter, The life-principle in man is to 
his wital operations as that in plants is to theirs.(Footnote: 32: 
Idem. 

The analogy of God or Being to creatures is then: (1) Proper 
analogy of proportionality: since the analogous notion of being 
is intrinsic formally in all the analogates, all creatures possess- 
ing being.(Footnote: 33: [bid., p. 173. This does not mean that 
the properties of created beings bear [[Page 124]] the same rela- 


tion to their being as those of uncreated Being to its being, but 
merely that the relation subsists in each case in a manner ~- 
propriate to the two types of being.(Footnote: 34: D. M. Em- 
met, The Nature of Metaphysical Thinking, pp. 176, 177. If we 
ask how we know that any such analogy exists, since we do not 
know the modality of the properties of uncreated Being, the an- 
swer is that we know this because created being is itself derived 
from uncreated Being, which therefore contains the perfections 
proper to all created being formally; so that terms drawn from 
the relative perfections of created things “can be used as analo- 
gies to say something about the absolute being on which they 
are dependent for their actualization.’(Footnote: 35: Ibid., p. 
177. Thus we can predicate of God such things as unity, being, 
goodness, truth, intelligence, will. 

(2) Analogy of attribution (though not in the strictest sense): 
“inasmuch as this notion of being is found in a higher degree in 
substance than in accidents, and in God than in creatures, so 
that accidents are dependent on substance for their existence, 
and creatures on God both for essence and _ exis- 
tence.”(Footnote: 36: Phillips, op. cit., p. 173. In addition, a 
whole host of predications about God embody a metaphorical 
analogy of attribution, as when God is called Father to indicate 
the idea of dependence. 

Conclusion.---It follows from our entire analysis that God, 
according to objective empiricism, is known through His effects 
or creatures by means of analogical predication which, though it 
gives us some knowledge about God in this indirect way, yet 
fails to lead us to a knowledge of his essence. 


Criticism of Objective Empiricism 
Of the general theory of knowledge.---(1) The entire 


Thomistic theory of knowledge rests on a strict empiricism that 
has already been refuted in connection with our defense of 1a- 


tional empiricism that has already been refuted in connection 
with our defense of rational empiricism in the preceding sec- 
tion. The whole range of objections against any theory that de- 
nies the synthetic a priori or the innate categories, falls with all 
its devastating weight on the very basis of Thomist reasoning to 
the knowledge of God. And as we have shown in our previous 
discussion that on the grounds of empiricism knowledge be- 
comes impossible and self-contradictory skepticism ensues, it is 
hardly to be expected that a theory which embraces this type of 
epistemology can [[Page 125]] ever lead us to a knowledge of 
the Ultimate Reality or God---and that for the simple reason 
that apart from the synthetic a priori no knowledge of anything 
at all is possible. Thus Thomism stands with its foundation cut 
from beneath it, so that the whole superstructure of its sophisti- 
cal reasoning collapses. 

(2) But with respect to the Thomistic formulation in partic u- 
lar: how, for example, can it be affirmed both that the active n- 
tellect abstracts the universals from sensa and that there are no 
innate categories, or forms of thought, or first principles? If the 
intellect does abstract the form in this manner, it must proceed 
either on the basis of proclivities or structures inherent within it, 
or on the basis of similar tendencies derived from sense experi- 
ence itself; that it proceeds without any such proclivities is not a 
possible alternative, since then it would never act at all to &- 
stract the universal. 

But of the two alternatives, one is contradictory of the origi- 
nal affirmation and the other makes knowledge impossible. If 
the proclivities or structures are inherent in the nature of intel- 
lect as basic categories which make intellection possible, then it 
follows that the mind does come to sense experience with cer- 
tain forms of thought in terms of which it is disposed to under- 
stand that experience: but this contradicts the assertion that 
there are no such innate forms of thought. 


If, on the other hand, the forms of thought are said to be de- 
rived from sense experience itself---and this is apparently the 
Thomist contention---then the very first act of knowledge 
would be impossible: significant thought cannot begin unless 
the intellect has the basic forms of thought that make initial 
predication possible. Unless the proclivities or tendencies of 
intelligence are innate, the very first universals could never be 
abstracted, and knowledge would be impossible---which is self- 
contradictory skepticism. 

(3) Again, if there are no innate categories of thought, why, 
as the Thomist maintains, should the active intellect concrete 
initially the so-called first principles? The answer is that these 
principles are the basis of all further knowledge: but why 
should they not also be the basis of a conscious knowledge of 
the principles themselves? The distinction between the basis of 
knowledge in the one case from that in the other is purely arbi- 
trary. And the only satisfactory explanation is that the intellect 
must operate with such first principles in the initial act of 
knowledge: not, of course, in the sense that these prin- [[Page 
126]] ciples are present from the beginning as ideas in con- 
sciousness, but rather in the sense that they are modes of 
thought wrought into the very structure of intellect itself. But 
this is a repudiation of empiricist moorings. 

After all, if the first principles are the initial achievements of 
intellect, there must be some structure within the intellect which 
causes the abstraction of intelligibles in this order. The 
Thomists themselves admit this when they assert that the apti- 
tude for the formation of first principles is in the soul initially. 
But what is this, if not the admission that the principles them- 
selves are innate structures of intellect which rise gradually to 
consciousness through external or internal experience? The po- 
tentiality of intellect to achieve these principles is inexplicable 
on any other basis, especially when we realize that just these 
principles are in fact basic to all knowledge. 


But can it really be said that the categories or first principles 
are the first concepts formed upon contact with sensibles? By 
the formation of a concept, I understand the clear apprehension 
of this concept in consciousness. But experience hardly sup- 
ports the position that the basic categories are the first concre- 
tions of conscious knowledge: it seems rather to be the case that 
particulars are known first and that only after long concourse 
with experience do the categories themselves appear before 
consciousness as apprehensible concepts. Indeed, the vast ma- 
jority of persons probably never achieve a clear understanding 
of the first principles of thought. 

Yet thought, from its first act, employs these principles as 
structures or modes: the intellect is initially disposed to inter- 
pret the data of experience in a certain way. Just so, for exam- 
ple, people think syllogistically from premises to conclusion 
without having necessarily any knowledge of syllogistic rules. 
Now the fact that the first principles or basic categories are the 
modes whereby intellect functions without their being necessar- 
ily present in consciousness means that these categories are in- 
nate as part of the constitution of intellect itself. 

In conclusion it should be asserted that the epistemology of 
objective empiricism is self-contradictory and invalid, and that 
knowledge is possible only in terms of a theory which grants 
intellect an innate structure rationality with which it manipu- 
lates the data of experience. 

Of the knowledge of God.---The knowledge of God is just as 
im- [[Page 127]] possible on a purely empirical basis as is the 
knowledge of anything else. The proofs of God’s existence, for 
example, either beg the question or rest on the universal validity 
of certain basic categories---especially causality, necessity- 
contingence, and existence---when cannot have been derived 
from sense experience, as we have shown. 

Again, Thomism asserts that while God’s existence can be 
known from His effects, no knowledge of the essence of God is 


possible in this way, because of the extreme disproportion, in 
this case, between effects and Cause. But if all natural knowl- 
edge is derived by adstraction from sensa, how can this asser- 
tion itself be justified? How can the assertion---that a 
knowledge of God’s essence is impossible through effects---be 
valid knowledge? If sensa are the only source of natural 
knowledge, how can we assert either that God’s essence cannot 
be known through His effects, or that any disproportion exists 
between God and creatures? Such assertions are untenable in a 
twofold way: 

(i) First, the assertions are self-contradictory. If I do not 
know the essence of God, how can I assert that it is unknowable 
through a knowledge of effects? Either such an assertion is a 
valid predication about God or not. But if it is a valid predica- 
tion, it must be an assertion about God as He is in Himself, or 
what is the same thing, as He is essentially: but then some 
knowledge of God’s essence is given, and hence the original 
assertion contradicts itself. For its truth involves its falsity: if it 
is really and essentially true that no essential knowledge of God 
is possible through His effects, then even this assertion must be 
false. The appeal to analogy in this context will be considered 
below. 

(ii) Second, such assertions imply a nonempirical source of 
knowledge: if I know God to be disproportionate to creatures, 
and if this disproportion cannot be discerned from the mere 
consideration of God’s effects, then I must have this knowledge 
from some other source. The only such sources which occur to 
me are the mind itself or some supernatural revelation: either 
this knowledge is innate or it is communicated directly by God. 

But either of these principles would, if admitted in this con- 
text, undermine the whole theory of objective empiricism, &- 
cording to which there are no innate ideas or intelligibles, and 
according to which also the knowledge of God’s existence and 
certain of His characteristics is possible apart from special reve- 


lation of the kind suggested. In any case, suppose that this nec- 
essary knowledge were [[Page 128]] derived from some other 
source than sensible effects: the knowledge itself, from what- 
ever source, would be an effect of God and not God Himself. 
As an effect, it could not, by hypothesis, give us any knowledge 
of God’s essence. Every allegation against the possibility of 
essential knowledge of God from His effects is therefore a dec- 
laration that the knowledge of God is impossible: for every 
conceivable source of that knowledge is itself an effect. Sup- 
pose, for example, that God should now supervene upon the 
course of experience and tell me by special revelation that His 
essence is unknowable from effects: it would be easy for me to 
decide that it was the Devil, and not God, who thus spoke. For 
not only is it the case that the statement would be unintelligible 
if it were not false---since I would not then know the meaning 
of the word essence here---but what is more: the statement t- 
self, as a particular propositional affirmation, is itself an effect, 
so that it would cancel itself out by implication. And if the 
statement is nothing particular and hence not an effect, it is 
nothing at all. 

But again: if the essence of God is unknowable through His 
effects, how can we assert His existence? As Carnell 
urges,(Footnote: 37: Introduction to Christian Apologetics, p. 
150. how can we know that a thing exists if we do not and can- 
not know what it is? Either God exists essentially or not: if He 
does, then His essence is knowable through effects. If he does 
not, then my assertion is not applicable and therefore has no 
real meaning. 

The same point can be made in still another way: how may 
we question the possibility of essential knowledge of God from 
effects on the ground that God, as immaterial substance, could 
never be adequately known through sensibles? Such an asser- 
tion assumes that very essential knowledge of God which is os- 
tensible denies: for how do we know that God is an immaterial 


substance? There is no conceivable source for this knowledge 
that would not itself be an effect. 

From such considerations it would appear to follow that a- 
ther essential knowledge of God 8 possible through an analysis 
of His effects, or no knowledge of God is possible at all. 

Thomists attempt to escape the difficulties suggested above 
by an appeal to analogical predication: all knowledge of God is 
analogical rather than univocal. 

But what is the status of this assertion itself? If all knowl- 
edge of God is analogical, then the knowledge, that it is ana- 
logical, is also analogical, and so on to an infinite regress. If 
the asserted analogy between God and creatures, or Being and 
beings, does not describe a relation that holds essentially of 
God, then there is no basis for proposing the analogy at all, nor 
does it yield any real knowledge of God. But if the analogy 
does describe a relation that holds essentially of God, then the 
assertion of the analogy is false: for it would then not be true 
that all knowledge of God is analogical, the analogy itself pos- 
ing an insuperable and decisive exception. 

Nor is there any escape from this predicament by asserting 
that God, as the cause, must bear some analogy to His effects: 
for if all knowledge of God is analogical, cause is also predi- 
cated analogically; so that no essential knowledge of God is 
communicated by the statement that God is the first cause. Yet 
it is only in terms of just such an essential knowledge that any 
analogy between God and creatures may be asserted. Hence, as 
Clark maintains,(Footnote: 38: A Christian View of Men and 
Things, p. 312. when the existence of God is concluded from 
sensible things, it is not actually God’s existence that is con- 
cluded. 

The denial of a univocal element in predications about God 
therefore reduces analogical predication to sheer equivocation 
and makes God unknowable: the only thing that makes any 
analogy meaningful is a univocal element or point of likeness 


which can be clearly specified. But the Thomists deny just 
such a univocal element. It follows that no predication about 
God actually describes God as He is essentially or even as He is 
analogically with respect to creatures: for the knowledge of 
God’s essence is required to assert the analogy.(Footnote: 39: 
So Clark, op. cit., p. 311; Carnell, op. cit., p. 147. 

Even if we admit that an analogy between God and creatures 
exists on the basis of the relation of causation, how, as Emmet 
asks,(Footnote: 40: Op. cit., p. 182. could terms of the assump- 
tion that God contains formally all the perfections of creatures? 
Why must God be wise and good to cause wisdom and good- 
ness, and not material and vegetable to cause matter and plants? 

The answer, on Thomist lines, is that God contains formally 
those perfections consonant with His perfect and simple being, 
and only virtually (i.e., in such a way as not to pertain to His 
essential nature) those properties necessary to bring bodies to 
perfection. But on what basis can such a distinction be made? 
Any answer that is given [[Page 130]] would appear to discredit 
the whole Thomistic position. The only bases for the distinc- 
tion which occur to me are the following: 

(i) That the knowledge of God’s formal perfections is in- 
nate---but Thomism asserts that some knowledge of God is pos- 
sible without special revelation---and the knowledge of which 
formal perfections are actually in God is basic to such a natural 
knowledge of God through effects. 

(iii) That this knowledge of God’s formal perfections is pos- 
sible through analysis of God’s effects---but Thomism denies 
that any such essential knowledge of God is possible through an 
analysis of God’s effects. 

The conclusion appears to be that there is no principle in 
terms of which Thomism can consistently make the distinction 
between formal and virtual perfections. 

Conclusion.---I therefore conclude that objective empiricism 
is untenable as an approach to Christian apology, both because 


its basic empiricism is self-contradictory and because the its 
doctrine analogy makes the knowledge of God impossible. The 
whole position therefore concretes in both a general and a reli- 
gious skepticism which is ipso facto invalid. 


Subjective Empiricism 
Formulation of the Position 
A. Summary Statement 


The second alternative that confronts us as a possible basis 
for Christian apology is that of an empiricism which turns its 
eye inward to the mind’s experience of immediate awareness. 
Whereas objective empiricism attempted to find a basis for the 
knowledge of God by an analysis of external objects presented 
to sense, subjective empiricism attempts to find such a basis in 
an alleged immediate or direct awareness of God through inner, 
intuitive experience. 

God is known, not ay a process of inference primarily---if at 
all---but by a direct and intimate personal encounter in which 
the soul confronts God in immediate subjective experience; 
apart from such experiences, there is no knowledge, strictly 
speaking, of the Divine Reality. This position is appropriately 
denominated subjective empiricism: subjective, because it bases 
the knowledge of God on inner [[Page 131]] personal encoun- 
ter; empiricism, because the encounter presents God as an ob- 
ject of direct experience analogous to the impinging of external 
objects on the sensory mechanism. 

Such a subjective empiricism is propounded by a school of 
thought that cuts across the lines of nearly all the great ethnic 
religions and is called, from such a general point of view, mys- 
ticism. Christianity, like others among the world’s living relig- 
ions, has had its own succession of mystical thinkers who 


affirmed that God was to be known only through an internal 
and immediate experience of His presence. But the principal 
exponents of this position in the twentieth century, so far as 
Christianity is concerned, have appeared in the ranks of the lib- 
eral and neo-orthodox wings of professing Christendom; al- 
though even some of the evangelicals have had leanings in this 
direction.(Footnote: 41: So Dr. Timothy Fetler, Professor of 
Philosophy at the Bible Institute of Los Angeles: “Christian 
Apologetics and Modern Thought,” 1953, passim. Certainly 
the influence of subjective empiricism has had its greatest m- 
pact through the two first-mentioned movements. 

In our analysis we shall present the position through a select 
few spokesmen: D. C. Macintosh will serve as a representative 
from the ranks of liberalism; John Baillie, Karl Barth, and Emil 
Brunner will typify the neo-orthodox stand on this point. 


B. The Liberal Spokesman: D. C. Macintosh 


Macintosh, both in general and religious epistemology, «- 
cepts a position that he calls critical monistic realism. 

General epistemology. ---In general theory of knowledge this 
position means that an external object is truly known to the ex- 
tent that there is a numerical identity between the object as per- 
ceived and the object as independently existing. while some of 
the qualities in any given percept are subjectively contributed 
and conditioned: 


[indent] In normal sense-perception physical things are pre- 
sented within the field of immediate experience and observa- 
tion. . . . There can be affirmed (at least partially, i.e., to some 
extent) a numerical oneness, an existential identify between the 
object as perceived and the object as independently exist- 
ing.(Footnote: 42: The Problem of Religious Knowledge, p. 5. 


Religious epistemology.---In the field of religious knowledge, a 
precisely analogous situation holds. In normal religious experi- 
ence the self is aware of a Divine Factor or Reality which is 
truly known precisely to the extent that there is a numerical 
oneness between the [[Page 132]] object as experienced and the 
object as independently existing. Thus Macintosh writes: 


[indent] In religious experience at its best, divine reality (di- 
vine processes and a divine factor) is presented with sufficient 
immediacy to make possible for man a genuine acquaintance 
with (experiential knowledge of ) that divine reality. . . . There 
is ...a partial identity or overlapping of the divine as Sminede 
ately experienced and the divine as _ independently 
real.(Footnote: 43: I[bid., pp. 175, 178. 


With respect to this Divine Reality, three things may be a- 
firmed: (1) Realism: that it exists independently of human 
selves;(Footnote: 44: Ibid., p. 11. (2) Critical Realism: that our 
experience of it may have some “quality or qualities of an ex- 
clusively subjective nature’;(Footnote: 45: Idem. (3) Critical 
Monistic Realism: that there is a partial numerical or existential 
oneness between he Religious Object as experienced and that 
same Object as independently existing. 

How may we distinguish in our experience of the Divine 
Reality between subjective and objective elements? According 
to Macintosh, God is, at least, that cosmic factor which makes 
for the realization of eternal and absolute ideals or values which 
coincide “with the qualities of character which spiritual religion 
tends to ascribe to its ideal object.”’(Footnote: 46: bid., pp. 163- 
165. Such a factor is neither to be identified with the human 
self or selves, nor with reality as a whole: not the former be- 
cause persons are the products of the value-producing factor 
and are being educated toward ideal ends which are therefore 
not exclusively human; not the latter “since not all reality is 


making for the realization of absolutely valid ideas.”(Footnote: 
47: Ibid., pp. 164, 165. The divine factor is therefore distinct 
from both human selves and from reality as a whole. 

Now it is just the spiritually ideal which constitutes the ap- 
propriate criterion for distinguishing between subjective and 
objective in our experience of the religious Object: “The truly 
divine is the spiritually ideal, and this it is which is the true cn- 
terion of the genuineness of all that claims to be revelation of 
the specifically divine.”(Footnote: 48: [bid., pp. 176, 177. 

God therefore, as the cosmic factor making for the realiza- 
tion of absolute values, is known through a direct and immedi- 
ate experience [[Page 133]] which is partially identical with, 
partially distinct from, the independently existing Divine Real- 


ity. 
G. The Neo-orthodox Spokesman: Baillie, Barth, Brunner 


Denial of the inferential knowledge of God.---It is a matter 
of basic agreement among neo-orthodox thinkers that God can- 
not be known through the inferential processes of human 
thought; so that the procedure of all natural theology, in at- 
tempting to establish the existence of God and to know certain 
of His attributes from the natural revelation alone, is wholly fal- 
lacious. 

Just because God is known in direct personal encounter, it is 
not possible to consider objectively the question of His exis- 
tence. So Barth writes: 


[indent] It is not a matter here of observing, analyzing, con- 
sidering and judging an object, where the knower is permitted 
to consider himself disinterested, free and superior in his rela- 
tion to his object. .. . Knowledge of God . . . does not therefore 
permit the man who knows . . . maintain an independent and se- 
cure position over against God so that from this he may form 


thoughts about God which are in varying degrees 
true.(Footnote: 49: K. Barth, The Knowledge of God and the 
Service of God, pp. 103, 104. 


And Baillie, in similar spirit, declares that: 


[indent] It is not as the result of an inference of any kind, 
whether explicit or implicit, whether laboriously excogitated or 
swiftly intuited, that the knowledge of God’s reality comes to 
us: It comes rather through our direct personal encounter with 
Him.(Footnote: 50: J. Baillie, Our Knowledge of God, p. 143. 


Why this rejection of the inferential knowledge of God? (a) 
Baillie’s answer is that all argumentative or inferential theism 
starts from the assumption that atheism is a possible position: 
arguments for God assume a situation “in which God is not 
yet.’xx51: Ibid., p. 176. But as a matter of fact, the Divine 
Other confronts man with the challenge of His holy presence 
from the beginning, and there is thus no way of standing aside 
to consider whether the Challenger exists, any more than we 
can genuinely debate the question whether any other reality we 
thus confront in direct experience exists. And thus Baillie rhet- 
orically asks: [[Page 134]] 


[indent] How can I, who in this very moment that I write am 
conscious of a demand being made now upon my life by God 
and His Christ, stand aside from the situation of responsibility 
thus created in order coldly to debate the question whether the 
God who thus claims me so much as exists?(Footnote: 52: [bid., 
p. 175 


(b) The answer of Barth and Brunner differs from that of 
Baillie with respect to this question. Their assertion is actually 
twofold: (i) First---and this point is especially proffered by 


Brunner---while God is clearly manifested in the natural revela- 
tion, no knowledge of God is thereby possible, because the hu- 
man mind shares the natural corruption and depravity of man’s 
whole being in revolt against God. So Brunner: “The only rea- 
son why man can be a sinner is because God reveals Himself to 
him [in natural revelation]; it is because he is a smner that the 
revelation cannot issue in the knowledge of God.’’(Footnote: 
53: E. Brunner, Revelation and Reason, p. 65. 

Baillie aptly presents Barth’s position here by representing 
the latter as affirming of man that “his humanity has been so 
totally corrupted by sin that no more than a cat is he able to hear 
God’s voice until, through faith in Christ, the image and simili- 
tude of God are created in him afresh. And with the rest of his 
human nature his reason also has been totally corrupted. . . 
.’(Footnote: 54: Baillie, op. cit., p. 20. 

(11) Second, the God reached by thought and inference does 
not bring a knowledge of the true God. The God known by 
man’s natural powers, says Barth, will be something like a su- 
preme Being or absolute nature: but “this absolute and supreme 
being, the ultimate and most profound, has nothing to do with 
God. . . . Man is able to think this being; but he has not thereby 
thought God.”’(Footnote: 55: K. Barth, Dogmatics in Outline, p. 
23, 

Brunner, though not so extreme here, takes similar ground. 
When I think my way to God, I never get beyond the circle of 
my thought: 


[indent] Even God is here part of my rational world, in 
which J am the center. . . . / introduce God into the world of my 
thought. Nothing happens that breaks through the circle of my 
self-isolation. I am alone with my truth, even with my idea of 
God. . . . The God whom I conceive myself cannot give me 
truth because He gives me nothing at all.(Footnote: 56: Op. cit., 
pp. 366, 367. [[Page 135]] 


It is only in a personal encounter with God that the circle of 
such isolation can be broken.(Footnote: 57: [bid., p. 371. 

On the other hand, Brunner accords, as over against Barth, at 
least some negative value to argumentative theism: while the 
certainty of our knowledge of God does not depend on the 
processes of proof,(Footnote: 58: [bid., p. 340. and while the 
God of the proofs is a mere intellectual abstraction and not the 
God of faith,(Footnote: 59: Ibid., pp. 340, 341. the “proofs” at 
least show that “by thinking we do not necessarily fall away 
from faith in God, but rather that we are led toward Him. . . 
.’(Footnote: 60: Idem. Yet this salute to argumentative theism 
seems little more than a passing gesture, since in another pas- 
sage Brunner affirms: “We must decide either for proof or for 
trust, either for rational evidence or for personal encounter. . . 
.’(Footnote: 61: Ibid., p. 179 

Positive doctrine of divine encounter.---(1) The knowledge 
of God. 

More positively, the knowledge of God is an intensely per- 
sonal experience in which man finds himself directly con- 
fronted with God in Christ through the divine revelation. Nor is 
the revelation distinct from the experience: revelation is per- 
sonal encounter between the divine and human subjects; and the 
revelation is not revelation apart from this relation to the sub- 
ject, God. “The revelation actually consists in the meeting of 
two subjects, the divine and the human, the self-communication 
of God to man.”(Footnote: 62: [bid., pp. 33, 48. 

Faith which knows God, then, is not related to a doctrine as 
its object: “It is wholly a personal relationship: my trustful obe- 
dience to Him who meets me as the gracious Lord.’ (Footnote: 
63: Ibid., p. 36. Knowing God is thus an experience of God’s 
presence, and “this truth is neither subjective nor objective, but 
it is both at once: it is the truth which may be described, in 
other words, as the encounter of the human ‘I’ with God’s 


‘Thow’ in Jesus Christ.”(Footnote: 64: [bid., p. 171. That is, the 
experience itself is a subjective one, but it is related to the ob- 
jective reality of God. 

Under what conditions does the Divine Other confront man? 
(i) According to Baillie, God confronts a// men from the begin- 
ning of their self-conscious experience: “The only humanity 
known to us is a humanity which has already, in some degree at 
least, been con- [[Page 136]] fronted with the reality of God and 
disturbed by the challenge of His holy presence. . . . Not one of 
us has been left quite alone by God . . . we have been sought 
out from the beginning.”’(Footnote: 65: Op. cit., p. 17. Baillie 
appeals to the fact that no matter how far back he goes in mem- 
ory, he never arrives at an atheistic mentality;(Footnote: 66: 
Reference, pp. 46. nor is this his own experience alone, since 
all men are confronted with God in their recognition of a moral 
imperative that constitutes a claim so sovereign “that the least 
attempt to deny it awakens in us a sense of sin and shame. . . 
.’(Footnote: 67: Ibid., p. 159. In the framework of such a uni- 
versal moral demand---which is the very heart of the universal 
confrontation of man with God---Baillie constructs a moral a- 
gument for God, which he considers as a “demonstration that 
the recognition of such an unconditional obligation does in fact 
contain in itself the recognition of a holy God who is its 
source.’ (Footnote: 68: [bid., p. 244. 

(ii) For Barth and Brunner, on the other hand, it is not the 
case that all men are directly confronted with God from the be- 
ginning: the Divine Encounter is rather the experience only of 
those who have been specially influenced and regenerated by 
the Holy Spirit through a recognition of the Lordship of 
Christ.(Footnote: 69: Op. cit., p. 171 (Brunner). Apart from 
such a special and exceptional revelation, Barth, at lest, holds 
that the hearts of men are stony and totally unrecep- 
tive.(Footnote: 70: Barth, Knowledge of God, p. 109. Brunner’s 
position on this point seems to me to be ambiguous. 


(2) The Divine Initiative 

The knowledge of God therefore depends entirely on the ini- 
tiative of God, and not at all on human efforts to know the Di- 
vine Other. Thus Brunner declares “that man has no power at 
his own disposal to enable him to acquire this knowledge. . . . 
God cannot be found by thought. . . . The fact that this inner 
movement arises in the heart of man, a movement which is the 
very opposite of the sinful striving for autonomy or independ- 
ence: this is the work of the Holy Spirit.”(Footnote: 71: Op. cit., 
pp. 24, 179. 

And Barth is unusually clear on this point: the man who be- 
lieves, thinks rigorously and consistently, makes a conscious 
decision, that he really believed, and [[Page 137]] that he actu- 
ally had freedom to enter this new life of obedience and hope--- 
all this was not the work of his spirit, but the work of the Holy 
Spirit.”(Footnote: 72: Knowledge of God, p. 109. And in a- 
other work: “Knowledge of God is a knowledge completely ef- 
fected and determined from the side of its object, from the side 
of God.’’(Footnote: 73: Dogmatics in Outline, p. 24. 

On the other hand, Brunner and Baillie, at least, grant some 
instrumental significance to ordinary knowledge as a 
propaedeutic to the immediate knowledge of God. While the 
object of faith, according to Brunner, is not a proposition or 
even a doctrine about God, when once God has revealed Him- 
self in direct encounter, “every ‘something’ points to ‘Himself,’ 
and in so doing is subordinated to Him... . All acts to objec- 
tive, positive knowledge are therefore merely a preparation for 
this, and take a secondary position; they are not the perception 
of faith itself.’(Footnote: 74: Op. cit., p. 36. Ordinary knowl- 
edge becomes a set of pointer-readings which refer us to God 
when once He is known at the higher level of encounter. 

Baillie’s doctrine is similar, except that since the Divine 
confrontation is universal, the instrumental character of natural 
revelation is likewise universal: the immediate knowledge of 


God is a mediated immediacy. while we do not know God 
through the world, we know Him as its ground. Nature is not 
an argument for God, but it is a sacrament of Him.’(Footnote: 
75: Op. cit., p. 178. This doctrine seems self-contradictory, but 
this appearance can be transcended by “the conception of his- 
tory as something that happens in the present. . . .”’(Footnote: 
76: Ibid., p. 189. The historical Christ, for example, mediates 
the knowledge of God: but we do not argue from Christ to God; 
rather it is in Christ that we see God. “In Christ we know God 
not by argument but by personal acquaintance. In Christ God 
comes to us directly.”(Footnote: 77: Ibid., pp. 196, 197. Ina 
similar way God is known immediately through the nediation 
of our knowledge of the world and things. 

(3) God as Incomprehensible 

The God of revelation is an absolute mystery to human 
thought: 


[indent] The absolute of thought is not truly mysterious be- 
cause it can be thought. But God cannot be found by thought . . 
. and [[Page 138]] in this He shows Himself to be the absolute 
Mystery who can be understood only through His own self- 
revelation.(Footnote: 78: Brunner, op. cit., p. 24. 


Barth is particularly articulate here. Just because God is 
known to us through intimate personal encounter, “He meets us 
as the One who is hidden, the One about whom we must admit 
that we do not know what we are saying when we try to say 
who He is.’(Footnote: 79: Knowledge of God, p. 27. God is 
eternal, infinite, incomprehensible, omnipotent. But all these 
predicates mean that God is above all concepts and opin- 
ions.(Footnote: 80: [bid., p. 28. And every predicate we assert 
of God is true in an ncomprehensible way.(Footnote: 81: Jbid., 
p. 31. 


Yet the encounter of the soul with God somehow transcends 
our uncertainty in intimate knowledge of Himself, and this “in 
the midst of the uncertainty which is and remains our por- 
tion.”(Footnote: 82: Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, p. 
260. This leaves man entirely dependent on the moment of 
revelation for the knowledge of God, and even there clouds of 
mystery abound: “Our assurance of the knowability of God’s 
Word cannot be great enough, but yet at the same time this 
assurance is limited to the moment when God 
speaks.”(Footnote: 83: Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, 
p. 260. Apart from a recognition that God is incomprehensible, 
knowledge of Him is impossible: 


[indent] If we do not wish to end by really defining our- 
selves, when we think we are cfining God, we can only ... 
hold fast to the incomprehensible majesty in which God meets 
us in His revelation. . . .(Footnote: 84: Barth, Knowledge of 
God, p. 33. 


Criticism of the Position 
A. Of the General Position 


It is no part of my intention to deny the possibility of an nn- 
ner, subjective experience of God without the mediation of 
sense objects: my remarks against subjective empiricism must 
not therefore be taken as involving such a denial. 

But while God may be known subjectively, this does not 
mean that He is known without inference or the mediation of 
representative ideas. If epistemological dualism is true, as we 
have attempted to show, then every reality is known through the 
mediation of such [[Page 139]] representative ideas, else it is 
not known at all. This point is developed at length in Part III, 


Section B. Chapter I; and the reader is referred to that chapter 
for a detailed exposition. 

By way of brief summary, however, even a subjective or n- 
ner knowledge must be mediated by the categories of thought 
as we have outlined them previously. In fact, there is no per- 
sonal encounter with God that does not involved inference by 
an application of the categories. How could I recognize my ex- 
perience as an experience of God unless sit was represented in 
thought by a coherent concept with categorical structure? To 
have a determinate experience of God implies that I have iso- 
lated Him in thought from other objects of my experience. But 
such a process is both rational and inferential. 

The basic defect of subjective empiricism is its over-all self- 
contradictory character. God, it is asserted, is known, not by 
inference or rational process, but by direct encounter. But is 
this assertion itself an inference or not? If it is an inference, 
then it ells us nothing about God, for it asserts that no inferen- 
tial knowledge of God is possible. Hence its truth involves its 
falsity: which is self-contradictory. If the assertion is not an n- 
ference, what is the ground of its truth? As a proposition, it is 
not a direct experience of God (or anything else); so the only 
conclusion is that the assertion is baseless. But an assertion for 
which by definition there is no conceivable basis is a false as- 
sertion, perhaps even an unintelligible one. 

The same point may be differently expressed. Suppose we 
grant that the mystic has an intuitive knowledge of God; yet he 
cannot conclude from this experience that God is knowable 
only in this way. and that for two reasons: (1) Such a conclu- 
sion would be an inference and would by definition be devoid 
of any knowledge of God. (2) The conclusion would, even if 
consistent with the mystic’s denial of inferential knowledge, in- 
volve the fallacy of consequent: just because the mystic knows 
God in direct encounter, this does not mean that the knowledge 
of God is possible only in this way. Because x leads to the 


knowledge of y, it cannot be asserted that only x does so, unless 
all alternatives reduce to self-contradiction. But such a process 
is impossible for the mystic who denies the validity of inferen- 
tial knowledge with respect to God. The mystic, then, has no 
ground except his experience in terms of which to deny the n- 
ferential knowledge of God, since every other ground would 
itself be an inference, as would the mystic’s own denial. If 
therefore the ex- [[Page 140]] perience of God cannot refute the 
possibility of knowing God inferentially, the mystic cannot te- 
fute such knowledge at all. 

But even more seriously: in strict logic, the mystic who de- 
nies the inferential knowledge of God can say nothing about his 
experience either to himself or to anyone else: for every such 
statement would be an inference and would refute the denial of 
the inferential knowledge of God. And still more basically: 
could the mystic be spoken of as having an experience at all? 
To have an intelligible experience is all the same as the under- 
standing of particular data through a series of systematically 
consistent propositions in thought. Unless the mystic is ready 
to say that his own religious experience is unintelligible, he 
cannot deny the validity of an inferential knowledge of God. 
But in fact, he cannot even say that his experience is either reli- 
gious or an experience. What an admirable basis for the knowl- 
edge of God! Thus the very assertion---that God is unknowable 
by inference but knowable by direct encounter---is therefore 
shown to be self-contradictory. 

Finally, if all these difficulties could be transcended, how 
could one discern between a false and true experience of God in 
his own life, or among the conflicting claims of various mystics 
whose allegations rest on a purely intuitional basis? Either rea- 
son and coherence must be introduced here, or chaos rules the 
waves on the sea of religious experience: 


[indent] The tests of intuitions, however, are not purely intu- 
itional, but rational and analytical. We cannot validate one n- 
tuition by the simple expedient of calling in another intuition. 
In order to draw the line between mysticism and delusion, be- 
tween the false prophet and the true, it is always necessary 
eventually to invoke the aid of discursive reason.(Footnote: 85: 
Larrabee, Reliable Knowledge, p. 68. 


B. Of the Position as expounded by Macintosh 


In the first place, the position rests on a critical monistic te- 
alism in general epistemology which has already been refuted 
in Part I. No detailed repetition of the arguments there pre- 
sented will appear in the present context. Suffice it to say: (1) 
That the knowledge of any reality whatsoever is mediated in 
terms of representative ideas whose objective validity is deter- 
mined in each case by the test of systematic coherence. (2) 
That the very admission that monistic [[Page 141]] realism 
must be critical assumes that percept and object are not identi- 
cal as nonism insists that they must, at least in part, be. (3) 
That there is no possible basis for criticizing a percept which 
would not involve some other criterion of knowledge than a di- 
rect or monistic experience: if the percept is not completely 
self-validating, then some further criterion of knowledge must 
intervene to distinguish objective and subjective. This criterion 
can only be the test of coherence among the whole body of per- 
cepts in a given sense context. But in this case, monistic ex- 
perience is no longer the criterion of knowledge. 

The same general criticisms apply against critical monistic 
realism in religious epistemology. Macintosh himself admits 
only a partial <<corrected from ‘parital’>> monism, as we have 
seen: but the only basis for distinguishing among subjective and 
objective aspects of our God-idea is some criterion of truth 
other than direct experience itself. This is implicitly almitted 


in Macintosh’s assertion that the spiritual ideal is the criterion 
for making such distinctions. But such an admission under- 
mines the whole monistic structure and makes the knowledge of 
the true God an inference from our experience of God as criti- 
cally discerned with reference to absolute values. Thus the 
whole structure of monism turns out to be invalid as a mode of 
approach to the knowledge of God. 

How, again, can we possibly maintain that God and my idea 
of Him are to any extent numerically identical? The criticisms 
in general epistemology apply equally here. My idea is not 
God; it is rather a concept that represents Him and the validity 
of which is to be tested by systematic coherence. Macintosh 
himself, in a careless passage when he was not thinking of his 
own view, seems to admit this representative character of a 
given God-idea: “Our God-idea is a human construct and a pro- 
jection, but it is this in order that it may represent an objective 
Reality which is obviously neither mere construct nor mere pro- 
jection.’’(Footnote: 86: Op. cit., p. 143. 

I conclude that subjective empiricism, as expounded by 
Macintosh, brings us the knowledge of God, if at all, only at the 
expense of self-denial! And this of course means that it brings 
us know knowledge of God at all. 


C. Of the Position as Expounded by Neo-orthodoxy 


(1)At the outset the denial that God can be known through 
in- [[Page 142]] ferential processes of thought is  self- 
contradictory, as shown above: for the statement itself is either 
an inference about God or it is meaningless. And it cannot be 
the former without turning back upon itself. 

(2)But such denial makes the knowledge of God self- 
contradictory and impossible in still another way. For I could 
not know an object as God without discerning the determinate 
character of my experience. But to recognize an object as this 


rather than that, as something rather than nothing, as God rather 
than nausea, already involves inference based on the application 
of the rational categories. But since inference is denied to be a 
means to the knowledge of God, such knowledge must be m- 
possible, so that God is indistinguishable from the idea of any- 
thing else. 

(3)Nor is it true, as Baillie asserts, that argumentative theism 
assumes a possible atheism. What it does assume is the gamut 
of common human experience as interpretable by rationality: 
and its very goal is to show that, in terms of available sational 
and experiential data, atheism is logically impossible. In Part 
III, this very feat is attempted in detail. 

Furthermore, atheism is a volitional possibility: a man can 
will to disbelieve in God. Otherwise, how account for natural- 
ism? To say that the naturalist really believes in God all the 
time is at least psychologically false. To say that he holds 
views which are ultimately invalid on any but theistic grounds 
is certainly true, I think; but then the knowledge of God’s real- 
ity would be an inference from these views---in which case ar- 
gumentative theism is established as the mode for the 
knowledge of God. Baillie himself is inconsistent in his denial 
that the knowledge of God is inferential: for even he uses the 
moral argument to “demonstrate” that the moral imperative m- 
plies the reality of God. 

(4)The suggestion of Barth and Brunner---that man cannot 
have inferential knowledge of God because he is a sinner---will 
be discussed in Chapter III, since it is an assertion which con- 
tributes “body and soul” to the position we there criticize. Suf- 
ficient to ask at present: why is the natural revelation a 
revelation at all if God is not known thereby? Such an assertion 
is open to two obvious criticisms: (i)It contradicts the denial of 
inference as a means to the knowledge of God. If there isa 
natural revelation, and if God is not known immediately 
through it, it must be a revelation because it contains fac- 


[[Page 143]] tors which could, under other circumstances, be 
means to the knowledge of God. But this is the same as saying 
that inference could, in such circumstances, move from nature 
to God: hence the very existence of a natural revelation that 
fails to present God immediately repudiates the denial that the 
knowledge of God is inferential. 

(ii)If nothing is revealed in the natural revelation, how, on 
neo-orthodox terms, can it be called a revelation at all? For 
revelation is held to be nonexistent until the message of God 
“strikes home.” But if nature fails thus to strike home, in what 
conceivable neo-orthodox sense is it a revelation? Any answer 
to this question will ipso facto destroy the denial of the inferen- 
tial knowledge of God. For to call nature a revelation at all 
must mean that there is something about nature from which in- 
ference could be made to God. 

(5)Barth claims that the absolute of thought has nothing to 
do with God. Now not only is such a statement self- 
contradictory, as anyone might discern from our previous dis- 
cussion, but it practically destroys all knowledge of God. For 
thought does reach attributes for God that coincide with those 
of the God of the Christian revelation: attributes of omnipo- 
tence or eternity, for example. But every inferred attribute of 
God has, by definition, nothing to do with the true God: and by 
thus paring away one attribute after another, the knowledge of 
God will be largely destroyed. 

It might be replied that at least the attributes of which we 
have knowledge only from special revelation would remain: but 
(i)The intelligent understanding of this revelation will by that 
very process of understanding remove the whole content of the 
revelation to the sphere of thought. (ii)That very special revela- 
tion itself declares God to be eternal, omnipotent, etc.---and 
these attributes, being likewise posited by thought of the abso- 
lute, have no relation to the true God; and it follows that the al- 
leged revelation is itself unreliable. (ii)[t is questionable 


whether a special revelation would be intelligible were I not 
previously convinced that a being existed who might thus be 
revealed. 

(6)Brunner’s point, on the other hand, is that a rational 
knowledge of God leaves me alone with my truth, since it is a 
conclusion which I make myself. But how does personal e- 
counter help here---I am still alone, but worse than that, I am 
desolate---for I cannot communicate my knowledge, or make 
any inference about it, without self-contradiction? As soon as I 
think God, He is gone! And if I fail [[Page 144]] to think Him, 
how do I know that He was ever there? On such grounds I am 
more than alone with truth: I am alone without it; for truth is a 
characteristic of propositions or judgments. And by hypothesis 
no judgment or nference about God can give me a knowledge 
of God in the final analysis. 

Furthermore, how can Brunner consistently hold that the 
theistic proofs lead us toward God? If the knowledge of God 
simply cannot be had by thought, how can thought lead me to- 
ward it? If this were possible, I might eventually arrive thus at 
the knowledge of God and be in the embarrassing predicament 
of having refuted my own original theory. 

(7)If the initiative for the knowledge of God is totally divine, 
if man has no power to enable him to achieve such knowledge, 
how can the revelation be received when it comes? It can fall 
on a man like mud on a stone, but neither stone nor such a man 
will be any the worse or better for wear. To have something 
revealed implies at least a receptive rational nature---so that 
man does have some part, else his position as a recipient of di- 
vine revelation will be unintelligible. 

Nor will an appeal to the ministry of the Holy Spirit solve 
this problem. For if men are really stones, as Barth seems to 
suggest, if they are actually devoid of a capacity for the knowl- 
edge of God, why does not the Holy Sprit make His revelation 
to stones in the first place? The very fact that I am not a stone 


and that God speaks to me implies that as a rational man I have 
a capacity for knowing the God who thus speaks to me in 1a- 
tional modes. Indeed, a God who speaks to stones is no more 
intelligent than a lunatic who speaks to the walls of his cell! 

(8)A word may be said about Baillie’s doctrine of mediated 
immediacy. Baillie asserts that nature, while it is not the means 
to a knowledge of God, is none the less a sacrament of Him. 
But can anything be a sacrament of God which does not contain 
a characteristic from which God might be inferred? To e sure, 
arbitrary symbols may be assigned to meanings in the construc- 
tion of an artificial language by a semantic logician: but in such 
a case, the meaning is purely arbitrary. Nature, on the other 
hand, is held to contain within itself elements that are symbolic 
of God: can this meaning anything less than that nature, the 
world-whole, may be a means to infer God’s existence? [[Page 
145]] 

Baillie appeals to the knowledge of God in Christ as an 
analogy to save his doctrine of mediated immediacy from the 
type of contradiction I have just outlined. But the reason that 
Christians know God in Christ, rather than by inference from 
Christ, is that for them Christ is Himself God. What then of the 
world of things? The only conceivable way in which this world 
could thus mediate an immediate knowledge of God is by be- 
ing, like Christ, itself God. Not only does pantheism ensue; but 
again the knowledge of God is inferential: for the world is not 
obviously God. And if I assert it to be such, it must be the te- 
sult of some complex inference. 

(9)The Barthian assertion, that God is incomprehensible, n- 
volves self-contradiction, for this very assertion is itself either a 
meaningful predicate or an unintelligible; and in ather case the 
original statement is contravened. It can hardly be said that we 
know God if we do not know what we are saying when we try 
to say who He is: and if this statement itself were true, it would 
involve its own falsity. If only I knew who God was, I might 


remember having met Him in personal encounter. My, what a 
sad predicament! 

(10)Finally, the whole exposition proffered by neo-orthodox 
thinkers implicitly undermines its own theoretical structure. 
These thinkers spend laborious hours and hundreds of pages at- 
tempting to explain why their own theory about the knowledge 
of God, and to explain it in rationally intelligible terms. The 
whole aim of their efforts is the rational defense of their posi- 
tion. But if their theories are true, they are by that very fact 
false! For they maintain that any such rational knowledge of 
God on an inferential basis is absurd and impossible. What ef- 
fort, then, do these scholars expend on such a futile and hope- 
less task? The very statement of the subjective empiricist 
theory would be unintelligible if it wee not basically false. 


D. Conclusion 


I conclude that, since subjective empiricism is basically 
fraught with a complex of self-contradictions at nearly every 
level, such a position gives us no alternative to rational empiri- 
cism as a means to metaphysical knowledge in general or as a 
means to the knowledge of God in particular. 

And with empiricist theology, both in its objective and sub- 
jective forms, thus prostrate in the dust beneath the feet of 1a- 
tional analysis, reason proceeds to her next opponent. [[Page 
146]] 


CHAPTER II 


THE PRAGMATIC APPROACH 


FORMULATION OF THE POSITION 
The General Nature of Religious Pragmatism 


The next alternative of rational empiricism to engage our at- 
tention is religious pragmatism. Such a position holds that 
while the existence of the Divine Reality or God may not admit 
proof on purely theoretical or speculative grounds, this Reality 
may nevertheless be asserted to exist on valuational grounds, or 
in terms of the practical effect of theistic belief in human «- 
perience. In the context of this view, then, theism is preferable 
to naturalism or agnosticism because it makes a greater appeal 
to all the energies of our active nature; it is better, in the end, to 
risk chance of error than loss of truth, especially when that truth 
serves, as does belief in God, to enrich and ennoble human life. 

By far the most brilliant exponent of this general position 
was William James, whose views have been subjected to con- 
stant restatement since the time they were most clearly formu- 
lated in The Will to Believe. But within the context of 
Christianity the great proponent of religious pragmatism was A. 
J. Balfour, whose influence, even on the thinking of James, was 
by no means inconsequential. And since our interest, in this 


Part, lies in evaluating alternative approaches to Christian apol- 
ogy, it is to Balfour that we turn to meet our next rival. 


Exposition of Balfour’s Position 


The grounds of philosophic doubt. ---Philosophy, according 
to Balfour’s view, is a critical study of the grounds of be- 
lief.(Footnote: 1: Macintosh, Problems of Religious Knowledge, 
p. 307. But from a purely theoretical point of view, all our be- 
liefs, whether scientific [[Page 147]] or religious, are suscepti- 
ble <<corrected from “susceptibile’>> of doubt for two 
principal and supplementary reasons: 

(1)In the first place, every attempt to prove our beliefs rests 
on still more general and ultimate beliefs which, in the final 
analysis, rest on themselves: i.e., they can be established only 
on grounds which assume their truth. Thus Macintosh ex- 
pounds Balfour’s view on causation: “So far as the law of uni- 
versal causation is concerned, unless we first believe in the law 
we can have no reason for believing in the observations upon 
which it is supposed to be based.” (Footnote 2: Idem. Refer- 
ence: Balfour, A Defence of Philosophic Doubt, pp. 71, 145, 
146.) And thus with all our most fundamental beliefs. 

(2)In the second place, all of our beliefs---especially the 
most general and basic ones---are determined by nonrational 
causes and have arisen proximately from nonrational sources. 
(Footnote 3: Balfour, Foundations of Belief, pp. 193f., 330f.) 
And this is as true of scientific beliefs as of any others. In all 
honesty we must admit “the scientific truth that at the root of 
every rational process lies an irrational one; that reason from a 
scientific point of view, is itself a natural product; and that the 
whole material on which it works is due to causes, physical, 
physiological, and social. . . .” (Footnote 4: Jbid., pp. 331, 
332.) Thus we may say “that every belief is without exception 
causally determined, and, in the last resort, determined by ante- 


cedents which are not beliefs, nor indeed psychical events of 
any kind, but belong wholly to the nonrational world of matter 
and motion.” (Footnote 5: Balfour, Theism and Thought, p. 21.) 

since all our beliefs are thus determined by nonrational 
causes beyond our control, they are all open to theoretical 
doubt. But despite these skeptical considerations, we have a 
practical need for beliefs in the guidance of life: we therefore 
accept beliefs on valuational grounds precisely because of our 
subjective needs. (Footnote 6: Foundations, passim; cf. Macin- 
tosh, p. 308.) 

The resultant argument for God.---What are the implications 
of Balfour’s analysis with respect to the knowledge of God? 

Wall, in the first place, the most that we can claim for the- 
ism, on an argumentative basis, is that it embodies reasonable 
religious belief. Religious and scientific faith stand on equal 
footing from a theoretical point of view: strictly speaking, 
knowledge is impossible in both cases. Yet just as this fact 
does not impede our acceptance of scientific dicta, neither 
should it prevent our espousal of religious [[Page 148]] faith, if, 
like science, that faith is workable in maintaining the value of 
our highest beliefs. (Footnote 7: Theism and Thought, pp. 249, 
250, et passim.) 

To put the matter more positively, we must choose between 
theism, on the one hand, and the consignment of the whole 
body of our reflective beliefs to meaninglessness, on the other: 
if we are to believe in anything, we must believe in God. (Foot- 
note 8: Foundations, pp. 331, 332.) 

All our beliefs are determined ultimately by factors which in 
their natural context, are nonrational; this we have already seen. 
Now the naturalistic position “rejects the notion that these non- 
rational beginnings are, or ever have been, subjected to rational 
guidance.” (Footnote 9: Theism and Thought, p. 22.) Thus sci- 
ence, if committed to naturalism, admits “the unqualified non- 
rationality of its own origins.” (Footnote 10: /dem.) 


But now: either scientific beliefs ae true or not. If they are 
true, then by what coincidence are they thus, if their nonrational 
origin does not presuppose intelligent guidance? Nor will it 
help to say that objective tests may be applied to determine the 
correctness of a given scientific belief: for “what tests can we 
apply to it which have not the same origins and do not suffer 
therefore from the same defects?” (Footnote 11: Jdem.) 

If, on the other hand, scientific beliefs do not embody a- 
tional truth, “the conclusion of the argument has shattered its 
premises; and scientific naturalism perishes through the very 
completeness with which it has destroyed any theory of origins 
which involves a belief in reason, purpose, or design.” (Foot- 
note 12: Idem.) 

It is frequently objected, Balfour notes, that natural selection 
provides a suitable substitute for creative design and hence a 
sufficient reason for accepting the truth of scientific belief 
without appeal to theism. (Footnote 13: /bid., p. 24f.) But this 
factor is possessed of two basic defects which make it an insuf- 
ficient explanation: (1)First, natural selection begins too late “to 
provide human reason with even the imitation of a reasonable 
origin.” (Footnote 14: Jbid., p. 26f.) It does not explain the en- 
vironment of life, the production of life itself, or the organic 
complexes within which variations take place. (Footnote 15: 
Idem.) (2)Second, natural selection ends too soon to ex- [[Page 
149]] plain the validity of our highest reflective beliefs. The 
supreme values of love, beauty, and knowledge have, in their 
highest expression, no serious consequence in the struggle for 
existence. (Footnote 16: Ibid., pp. 26-28.) How, for example, 
on the naturalistic hypothesis, could such a chance variation as 
beauty---which possesses no appreciable survival value---play 
such a large part in the higher life of the race? (Footnote 17: 
Ibid., p. 31.) 

And what of intellectual knowledge itself? If knowledge 
never pushed beyond the bounds within which it effectively 


fosters the multiplication of the species, natural selection might 
pose a reasonable explanation. (Footnote 18: Theism and Hu- 
manism, p. 257.) But not so: the very questions about the limits 
of knowledge, or about the nature of Ultimate Reality, nvolve 
the use of intellect for a purpose not “contemplated” by selec- 
tion and not productive of race survival. (Footnote 19: Ibid., p. 
278.) 

What may be concluded from our analysis? Unless we are 
prepared to surrender the validity of our highest ideals of 
knowledge, beauty, and morality, we must posit, beyond the 
nonrational origins which determine belief, a guiding intelli- 
gence, a “Supreme Reason” in whom we must thus believe, if 
we are to believe in anything. The choice then must be deter- 
mined on valuational grounds: either we believe in God, or the 
whole structure of all our beliefs sinks to nonrational dimen- 
sions: 


[indent] If naturalism be true . . . all that gives dignity to life, 
all that gives value to effort, shrinks and fades under the pitiless 
glare of a creed like this; and even curiosity, the hardiest among 
the nobler passions of the soul, must languish under the convic- 
tion that neither for this generation nor for any that shall come 
after it, neither in this life nor in another, will the tie be wholly 
loosened by which reason, not less than appetite, is half in he- 
reditary bondage to the service of our material needs. (Footnote 
20: Foundations, p. 78) 


CRITICISM OF THE POSITION 


Of Religious Pragmatism in General 


Insofar as this general view rests---as it does in large meas- 
ure---on the pragmatic theory of truth, it has already been sub- 
jected to analysis and thorough refutation in Part I, Chapter IV. 

In the specifically religious context, it may be remarked that 
in [[Page 150]] any field of investigation our belief must be 
more than mere choice. While de do often choose our beliefs, 
and while we frequently choose them carelessly, when the ques- 
tion is raised, why ought we to believe such and such, the an- 
swer cannot be given in terms of a valuationally grounded 
choice, except that as rational men we should choose a coher- 
ent, rather than an incoherent, belief. I ought to believe a given 
proposition, not because I should prefer it to be true, nor be- 
cause it would justify prejudices which are already in my pos- 
session; but rather because it is grounded in rational and 
experiential factors of which it is a self-consistent interpreta- 
tion. A belief ought to be the relation of the mind to some ob- 
jective situation which is assumed to be real independently of 
the wishes of the percipient. Jf we suspect that a belief is de- 
termined purely by subjective need and on valuational grounds, 
we at once clothe it with suspicion. And while the belief may 
turn out to have been true, it will not, by any stretch of imagina- 
tion, be thus true on such pragmatic grounds. 

With specific reference to the religious object, then, we be- 
lieve (or disbelieve) in God’s real existence on the basis of ob- 
jective factors in our experience, as these factors are interpreted 
by the mind’s categorical structure. 

When it is said that we should believe in God because of the 
practical effect which this belief will have in implementing our 
welfare, how do we know, on pragmatic grounds, what effects 
actually advance our welfare? In order to accept theism on this 
basis, we would have to possess a comparatively a priori 
knowledge of what constitutes our welfare. But this knowledge 
is possible only if I already possess the ultimate metaphysical 
truth which the theory attempts to achieve: for my welfare is 


definable only in terms of an adjustment to reality at its highest 
level, which, if theism be true, is God. It follows that in order 
to believe in God on the basis of the practical effect of this be- 
lief, I must already believe in God on other grounds: and if this 
is the case, the pragmatic theory of truth is superfluous. Prag- 
matism can be a basis for theism only on grounds which refute 
its character as an ultimate basis for that very theism. 


Of Balfour’s Position 


(1)If it is really true that all our beliefs are determined by nonra- 
tional and material factors beyond our control, then, since every 
belief is thus determined, it is neither true nor false: it just is, 
like [[Page 151]] any other effect of the causal nexus. Now 
since this first assertion itself is presumably a belief, it shares 
the fate of its comrades: it is neither true nor false, it just is. It 
follows that the belief is not true: and this in terms of its own 
assertion. Since therefore the belief is both self-contradictory 
and meaningless by thus being neither true nor false, it is its 
own refutation. Furthermore, we should have to conclude, on 
this line of argument, that there is no truth; and this in itself is 
likewise self-contradictory by impugning its own allegation. 
By just such a process of reasoning, the basic tenet of Balfour’s 
entire argument is destroyed. 

(2)Balfour himself is inconsistent in holding to the determi- 
nation of beliefs by nonrational factors. If beliefs are thus de- 
termined, how choose between theism and meaninglessness 
<<”? deleted>> if by the theory itself, we have no choice in 
our beliefs? <<corrected “.” With “?”>> The very fact that Bal- 
four propounds this premise to defend theism involves the fal- 
sity of the hypothesis that beliefs are thus determined in the 
way suggested: to defend a proposition is to assume that beliefs 
ought to be determined, both ultimately and proximately, on 


grounds which are rational. Otherwise Balfour’s own reasoning 
from premises to conclusion is so much wasted effort. Since 
Balfour’s whole argument rests on the premise which is thus 
refuted, the argument collapses. 

(3)If all beliefs are open to doubt from a purely theoretical 
point of view, so then is this belief itself open to such doubt, in 
which case it is false, for it cannot be universally asserted. 
Thus the denial that theoretical knowledge is possible cannot 
rest on the grounds alleged: and in any case, the assertion of 
such an impossibility is self-contradictory, since, if it were true, 
the statement itself would not be true. Balfour’s own analysis 
implies the validity of our criticism: for he attempts to establish 
skepticism itself on grounds which are rational---a procedure 
which assumes the very possibility of the theoretic knowledge it 
denies. There cannot, in other words, be grounds for doubting 
all our beliefs, unless some of our beliefs are ultimately not 
susceptible of doubt---but this is self-contradictory. 

(4)That beliefs rest on ultimate grounds which can be estab- 
lished only on the assumption of their own truth is no cause for 
skepticism, as we have established at length in Part I. It is 
rather cause for accepting a rational empiricism which espouses 
belief in an a priori categorical structure for rationality. Either 
we come to experience with certain forms of thought in terms 
of which we are disposed to [[Page 152]] understand that ex- 
perience, or knowledge could not begin; yet it does begin and 
this last alternative is self-contradictory, so that the former must 
be affirmed. Furthermore, Balfour’s admission of such primi- 
tive grounds of belief, is nconsistent both with the doctrine that 
all beliefs are causally determined by nonrational factors, and 
with the assertion that we accept beliefs on the basis of subjec- 
tive practical need. 

(5)Skepticism about the knowledge of God is as self- 
contradictory as skepticism in general. If the theoretical knowl- 
edge of God is impossible, so is this assertion: for the statement 


itself is just such an allegation about God. Nor do any of Bal- 
four’s other criteria justify the assertion: (i)I have no idea what 
nonrational causes would concrete in such a belief; for the as- 
sertion necessarily springs, not from determinate conditions, but 
from the lack of them. (ii)And the criterion of practical effect 
in maintaining our highest beliefs would require, not the denial 
of such theoretical knowledge of God, but the affirmation of it: 
if the existence of God is demonstrable, the practical effects, 
which would accompany such belief, would far outweigh those 
of an hypothetical or pragmatic theism. 

(6)With regard to Balfour’s specific argument for theism: I 
heartily agree both that we must choose between theism and 
meaninglessness, and that the appearance of knowing beings 
requires explanation in terms of an ultimate intelligent will. 
This last point comes up for detailed discussion in Part IIT. 

But the choice of theism must be determined, not by purely 
valuational considerations, but by a self-consistent interpreta- 
tion of experienced data through an application of the mind’s 
categorical structure. This implies again the falsity of Balfour’s 
basic tenet that beliefs are completely determined by nonra- 
tional factors: and since his whole orientation of the theistic ar- 
gument rests precisely on this point, his analysis fails to do 
more than foreshadow an adequate theistic argumentation. 

One final word concerning Balfour’s criticisms of natural 
selection: while there is much truth, as we shall later show, in 
the assertion that selection begins too late to be an adequate ex- 
planation of the apparent presence of design in the universe; 
still the suggestion that natural selection ends too soon to e- 
plain our highest beliefs, while it may be true, seems a ques- 
tionable basis for argument. For an entity, once produced by 
natural selection, may admit of accidental [[153]] functions, not 
prescribed by selection itself, without this fact as such requiring 
the principle of selection to be supplemented. In this way intel- 


lect might perform functions of no survival value without this 
requiring the abandonment o the principle of selection. 


Conclusion 


Since religious pragmatism is thus freighted with self- 
contradiction, and since it can be the basis for theism only on 
the supposition that theism is already believed on other 
grounds, I conclude that such a position is not a valid alterna- 
tive to rational empiricism as a means to the knowledge of God. 
And thus it is that, with the white flags of both empiricism and 
pragmatism waving in surrender, reason marches to the walls of 
the final citadel that opposes her! 


CHAPTER III 


THE APPROACH OF VOLUNTARISTIC 
RATIONALISM: PRESUPPOSITIONALISM 


THE MEANINGS OF PRESUPPOSITIONALISM 


PRESUPPOSITIONALISM, as a method in philosophy, refers to 
three rather distinct claims with regard to the validity of basic 
assumptions. The first of these---which we may term meta- 
physical presuppositionalism---is the claim that the only proper 
method of constructing a philosophical world view consists in 
holding that the metaphysical ultimate in any such view does 
not admit of verification or proof, but must be accepted as a ba- 
Sic, axiomatic assumption or presupposition. Every metaphysi- 
cal system, it is claimed, commences with some ultimate of 
explanation---say God or physical substance---and it is unrea- 
sonable to require proof of this first principle, since it 6 the 
point where argumentation begins. It is just because a first 
principle is the starting point of explanation that no proof of the 
principle can be possibly given: for every argument that is al- 
duced proceeds upon the assumption that the ultimate reality 
described as such principle is an adequate starting-point. The 
individual must start by accepting the basic ultimate in any sys- 
tem, if he is ever to end up with the over-all structure of expla- 
nation that the system professes to provide. 

Thus the Christian does not, and indeed cannot, commence 
his system by proving the existence of God: he must start by 


assuming the existence of the god who has revealed Himself in 
Scripture. With this assumption or hypothesis, he may be able 
to offer an explanation of reality, but he can never offer to es- 
tablish the validity of this ultimate starting-point, since all ar- 
gumentation within the system is intelligible only when one 
accepts the assumption itself. The same could be said with ref- 
erence to the presupposition of the [[155]] naturalist, who holds 
that nature, as the space-time nexus, is the only and ultimate re- 
ality. To ask the naturalist to prove the validity of his assump- 
tion that nature is ultimate is to ask a meaningless question; he 
may be able to offer a coherent explanation of reality in terms 
of this ultimate assumption; but he cannot prove the assumption 
itself, since any argument, if he is consistent, will assume the 
validity of that very assumption. 

To call this general approach to the structure of philosophi- 
cal world views by the name metaphysical presuppositionalism 
is therefore an appropriate designation, since the position rigor- 
ously insists that any first reality must be assumed, not proved. 
An equally appropriate designation is voluntaristic rationalism: 
voluntaristic, because the acceptance of the basic postulate is a 
volitional or willful act for which, in the final analysis, no ra- 
tional evidence can be given, since every such argument, to be 
valid within the system, must rest ultimately on just this very 
postulate; rationalism, because, when the basic metaphysical 
postulate is taken as assumed, the attempt is made to show that 
in terms of this postulate, as applied by the basic logical laws 
(likewise dependent upon the ultimate postulate), a_ self- 
consistent explanation of reality becomes possible in a degree 
to which it is not possible in terms of other basic postulates. 

Analytical or logical presuppositionalism, in the second 
place, is that method of testing the adequacy of a world view, 
however derived originally, by assuming its truth hypothetically 
and attempting to show, by application of proper logical analy- 
sis, whether or not its basic principles lead to a self-consistent 


position that is at the same time correlated with the whole 
gamut of experiential data. Basically, this procedure involves, 
not the assumption of a metaphysical starting-point, but the as- 
sumption of an epistemological ground, common to all rational 
beings, in terms of which the adequacy of any speculative doc- 
trine may be tested with something approaching final authority. 
We assume, in such an approach, a universal structure of 1- 
tionality, both in the mind and in the real world---such a struc- 
ture, in fact, as we have defended in our espousal of rational 
empiricism in Part I. 

In such terms, which in fact merely embody that coherence 
theory of truth already established, an adequate defense for a 
philosophical system would proceed as follows: First, it would 
attempt to show that all available experiential data can be «- 
plained coherently by the [[156]] basic principle or principles of 
the system; or at least, that this can be done more adequately in 
terms of these principles than in terms of any others. Second, 
the defense would attempt to show that the over-all structure of 
the system itself is internally free from self-contradiction---it 
must, for example, have no explanation in terms of which the 
simultaneous disappearance of the gingham dog and the calico 
cat are to be accounted for by asserting that they ate each other 
up---all the aspects of the system must be free from such incon- 
sistency. Finally, such adequate defense must undertake to 
show that all rival systems of explanation are deficient, either 
by way of self-contradiction, or by way of inadequacy in the 
explanation of the total gamut of experience. Surely, we can 
argue, in terms acceptable to all rational beings and on the 
grounds of the rational empiricism we have already espoused, 
that a system which is satisfactory with respect to these three 
criteria is the system that ought to be accepted by the rational 
man. Such, precisely, is the drive of our defense for Christian 
theism. 


Nor will it be difficult to see that such an analytical presup- 
positionalism is basically inconsistent with any ultimate accep- 
tance of the metaphysical presuppositionalism which argues 
that the acceptance of a first metaphysical principle is a matter 
of unjustifiable assumption: for here we are offering to show 
exactly the validity and necessity of the first metaphysical prin- 
ciple itself by indicating that obviously its acceptance is the 
only basis on which an intelligible explanation of experience 
can ultimately be given. Of course, there is a starting-point; but 
it is not the assumption of the first reality: it is rather the epis- 
temological starting-point of rational empiricism. It may be 
both nteresting and comforting to hold at the same time both 
that we must assume God’s existence in order to arrive at it, and 
that we can show that only god’s existence postulates an ade- 
quate explanation of reality---it may, I say, be interesting and 
comforting, but it is not rational! 

Categorical or experiential presuppositionalism, finally, is 
the method of showing that a consistent application of the 1a- 
tional categories to the totality of available data must conclude 
the validity and truth of some ultimate metaphysical principle. 
This procedure is similar to that of the preceding type, except 
that with analytical presuppositionalism we were attempting to 
test the validity of a system of thought regarded as already con- 
structed, whereas categorical pre- [[157]] suppositionalism 4- 
tempts a more positive approach to experience with the goal of 
showing that the data available imply definitively the existence 
of some ultimate real. The former approach, briefly, was a 
negative method for testing the structure of a world view; while 
the present approach is a method, cast in the same mold, for ar- 
riving at that world view by a positive interpretation of experi- 
ence. 

Thus, for example, theism asserts that the only adequate ex- 
planation for the intelligibility of experience is the truth of the 
proposition that God exists. Some Christian thinkers, realizing 


this point, have consequently declared the impossibility of 
proving the existence of God; since if God’s existence is pre- 
supposed in any order of intelligibility. Thus E. J. Carnell a- 
gues: “By the very nature of the case, a fulcrum able to support 
the weight of a proof for God would have to be God Himself. 
God gets in the way of all demonstration of deity, for His exis- 
tence is the sine qua non for all demonstration. . . .” (Footnote 
1: E. J. Carnell, Introduction to Christian Apologetics, p. 159.) 
But this is indeed a strange objection: it is quite true that, if the- 
ism be correct, then the existence of God is metaphysically ba- 
sic to all rational structure. But the individual does not start 
with this knowledge when he approaches experience---it is the 
fact of God’s existence, not the knowledge of it, which makes 
rational structure, whether in argument or in reality, possible. 
And it is the very showing that the rationality of existence pre- 
supposes God that constitutes the demonstration of His exis- 
tence. Proof for God is possible just because all men start with 
a rational experience which, if rationally interpreted, leads to 
the conclusion that God exists. 

Presumably, it is superfluous to indicate that here again our 
position is inconsistent with an espousal of metaphysical pre- 
suppositionalism. For we do not propose to assume the first 
principle of reality in order to arrive at it: we shall rather pro- 
pose to show that reality itself, categorically interpreted, estab- 
lishes the validity of that very first principle. 


METAPHYSICAL PRESUPPOSITIONALISM AS A METHOD 
IN CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 
The General Position 


The last alternative of rational empiricism to claim our con- 
sideration is therefore confronted in the attempt to show that 


God is [[158]] known in terms of a structure of thought that be- 
comes adequately intelligible only through an initial volitional 
presupposition or postulation of His existence. 

It is difficult to define the common position of the contem- 
porary presuppositionalists, since their own ranks are by no 
means entirely in agreement on the basic approach to Christian 
apology. But in general, the position embraces the following 
points: 

(1)One must start by assuming the existence of the Christian 
God who has spoken in Scripture, if ever he is to get to the as- 
surance that the Christian world view is valid and true---the va- 
lidity o this first principle must be assumed. 

(2)It is therefore impossible to infer or imply the existence 
of God by means of epistemological and experiential data that 
are, or can be, common to all men---there is no such thing as a 
common ground between Christianity and non-Christianity, so 
that this ground could become the starting point of a Christian 
apologetic. 

(3)Although God has clearly and unmistakably revealed 
Himself in nature and in the self, it is impossible for the natural 
man to see God as the conclusion to the syllogism of experi- 
ence, since his view is distorted by sin; consequently, man 
needs special revelation before he can interpret even the natural 
revelation as implying the existence of God. Nor should this be 
taken to mean that the Christian world view is not rational; it is 
rational, but only to the person who initially assumes the truth 
of its first principle or God, the person who stands within the 
framework of special revelation, the person, in short, who is 
himself a Christian. 

The chief contemporary exponents of this general position 
are Cornelius VanTil, Carl F. H. Henry, Edward John Carnell, 
and Gordon H. Clark. 


Detailed Exposition of the Theory 


Presupposing the metaphysical ultimate.---The first and 
most basic assertion of presuppositionalism is that one must 
start with the assumption that the God who has spoken in Scrip- 
ture is the true God. Indeed, the acceptance of an ultimate 
metaphysical starting-point determines one’s whole methodol- 
ogy and his conclusions. Thus Carnell writes: 


[indent] A man’s attitude toward what he considers to be the 
highest logical ultimate in reality determines the validity of his 
synoptic starting-point, his method, and his conclusions. The 
Christian . . . [has] chosen as his logical starting-point the exis- 
tence of the God who has revealed Himself in Scripture. (Foot- 
note 2: Ibid. p. 212; synoptic — starting-point equals 
epistemological starting-point in my parlance.) 


Thus also VanTil urges that in order to interpret reality cor- 
rectly, man must work within the propositional revelation of 
Scripture: (Footnote 3: In B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and 
Authority of the Bible, pp. 30, 31.) “for the human mind to 
know any fact truly, it must presuppose the existence of God.” 
(Footnote 4: C. VanTil, Junior Systematics, p. 19.) It is also as- 
serted that the Bible itself must be received on authority.” 
(Footnote 5: VanTil, Christian Apologetics, p. 18.) 

Clark takes this same general presuppositionalist ground 
when he asserts: 


[indent] If everything is to be demonstrated, the demonstra- 
tion turns out to be either circular or an infinite regress. Both 
are unsatisfactory. Therefore some things cannot be demon- 
strated. These are first principles which themselves are the ba- 
sis or beginning of argument; and if they are the beginning they 
cannot have been previously argued. To require a proof of a 


first principle is to misunderstand the whole procedure. . . . The 
Calvinists begin with God and revelation. (Footnote 6: Clark, 
Christian View, p. 259.) 


After all, Clark argues in another place, the first principle of a 
metaphysical system cannot be demonstrated---and that just be- 
cause it is first: “It is the first principle that provides the basis 
for demonstrating subordinate propositions. Now if such be the 
case, the thoughtful person is forced to make a voluntary 
choice.” (Footnote 7: A Christian Philosophy of Education, p. 
41.) Thus the person who tries to begin with facts and reason to 
God is guilty of basic misunderstanding. In the Christian world 
view, “unless a thinker begins with God, he can never end with 
God, or get the facts either.” (Footnote 8: Ibid, p. 38.) 

And so, finally, Henry argues that “you must begin with 
God, not only to get to God, but to get to anything . . . the exis- 
tence of God is the necessary presupposition for the affirmation 
of intelligibility anywhere.” (Footnote 9: C. F. H. Henry, Re- 
making the Modern Mind, pp. 226, 227.) Nor, apparently, does 
Henry mean merely that the existence of God is the only ulti- 
mately adequate interpretation of an in- [[160]] telligibility 
which we take as given---as though from the intelligibility of 
the world we could argue to God. The contention is rather that 
we must assume God’s existence in order ultimately to appre- 
hend intelligibility at all. 

The Christian God, therefore, must be taken as a basic, un- 
proved assumption, if we wish to arrive at a true knowledge of 
God: this basic postulate is a matter of choice or volition. The 
grounds of that volition---if there can consistently be any---will 
be discussed in a later context. 

Denial of common ground and the rejection of rational 
proof for God.---It follows at once that if the Christian and the 
non-Christian part company with the espousal of opposing first 
principles, there can be no common ground, at the level of phi- 


losophical system, in terms of which the two can meet to accept 
the same implications of the facts with which they both are con- 
fronted: there is no area of agreement, therefore, in terms of 
which the Christian can prove the truth of the Christian God to 
an unbeliever. 

VanTil and Carnell both expound this point at considerable 
length. Thus VanTil asserts that “in Christian theism we have a 
system of interpretation that is so different from all other sys- 
tems of interpretation that we cannot find a common ground be- 
tween them on the basis of which an argument with respect to 
the truth may be undertaken.” (Footnote 10: Apologetics, p. 28.) 
The fact is that while the Christian and the non-Christian are 
confronted with the same God-interpreted facts objectively, yet 
epistemologically they have nothing in common. (Footnote 11: 
Ibid., pp. 28, 29; cf. Warfield, p. 20; common Grace, p. 5.) The 
reason for this is that a fact and its ultimate interpretation are 
epistemologically inseparable: and while the non-Christian in- 
terprets facts according to immanentistic categories that imply 
man himself as the ultimate reference point, the Christian inter- 
prets them according to divine categories which imply the God 
of the Bible as the ultimate reference point. (Footnote 12: 
Apologetics, pp. 28-30; Warfield, p. 22f.) VWanTil calls the for- 
mer type of reasoning univocal, the latter analogical. (Footnote 
13: Systematics, p. 86.) All true predication must be of the lat- 
ter type: i.e., it must be a restatement of the facts as God- 
interpreted. 

Carnell’s position is generically similar: “The very nature of 
Christianity demands that there be no common ground between 
the system of the godly and the system of the ungodly... .” 
(Footnote 14: Op. cit., p. 212; cf. also Clark, Christian Philoso- 
phy of Education, p. 164.) But Carnell differs [[161]] sharply 
with VanTil by holding that there is some interpretive content 
common to Christian and non-Christian at the scientific level: 
“There is no problem of common ground here, for scientific 


conclusions as such do not depend for their meaning upon one’s 
logical starting-point. . . . It would be absurd to suggest that 
Christians have a science all their own... .” (Footnote 15: /bid., 
p. 214.) This interpretive common content disappears, how- 
ever, & soon as we move to the metaphysical level and relate 
facts to our logical starting-point. (Footnote 16: [bid., pp. 211, 
214.) VanTil’s reply to Carnell here---quite justly, I think--- 
would be that “if it be first granted that man can correctly inter- 
pret an aspect or dimension of reality while making man the fi- 
nal reference point then there is no justification for denying him 
the same competence in the field of religion. . . .” (Footnote 17: 
Warfield, p. 37.) 

The inevitable correlate of the denial of common ground is 
the repudiation of any argument from common-to-all factors to 
the existence of God; and this involves, of course, the repudia- 
tion of all argumentative theism and natural theology, except 
for the Christian who already believes in God. 

The sinful distortion of general revelation.---The third basic 
assertion of presuppositionalism attempts to explain why it is 
that no argument for God is possible on the basis of the revela- 
tion of God in nature and man: the answer is that man's intellect 
is distorted by sin, so that, while nature clearly reveals God, 
man's intellectual distortion obscures the revelation and makes 
so-called natural theology impossible. 

This view stems back, in modern theology at least, to Calvin 
himself: such is our carnal stupidity, he claims, that while God 
is clearly revealed in His works, we derive no advantage from 
these natural revelations. (Footnote 18: Jnstitutes, I, pp. 58, 65, 
66.) This seems evident from the fact that very few men posit 
God as the explanation of the world on a natural basis, and 
those who do cannot agree. (Footnote 19: [bid., pp. 67, 68.) 
All this shows "the horrible blindness of the human mind." 
(Footnote 20: Idem.) If follows, according to Calvin, that while 
the natural revelation renders inexcusabk the whole of the In- 


man race, we must turn to Scripture "as another and better 
assistance, properly to direct us to the Creator of the world." 
(Footnote 21: Ibid., p. 71.) Yet no more can man know the ex- 
istence of God from Scripture than from nature [[162]] unless 
the Holy Spirit imparts to him that saving faith in terms of 
which the authority of Scripture may be accepted. (Footnote 22: 
Ibid., pp. 80, 81.) Thus Calvin's position reduces to a faith- 
reason formulation such that only those know the existence of 
the Creator, or can know it, to whom the Spirit has imparted 
faith. 

Writings of the metaphysical presuppositionalists abound in 
variations on this basic theme. So Carnell: "All men have the 
rationes by which means they know that God exists. But, being 
in defection by their sins, what they see is vitiated." (Footnote 
23: Op. cit., p. 171; cf. his Philosophy of the Christian Religion, 
p. 278; Clark, Christian View, pp. 251, 252.) 

And VanTil: "The sinner is like the man with colored 
glasses on his nose. Assuming the truth of Scripture, we must 
hold that the facts speak plainly of God. . . . But all is yellow to 
the jaundiced eye. . . . Since sin has come into the world, God's 
interpretation of the facts must come in finished, written form. . 
. ." (Footnote 24: Warfield, pp. 20, 22; cf. Apologetics, p. 19; 
Common Grace, p. 7.) The fact is, man ought to infer from na- 
ture to God by analogical reasoning, but he cannot. (Footnote 
25: Systematics, pp. 86-89.) Thus, because man is a sinner, he 
needs special revelation in order to interpret natural revelation 
correctly. (Footnote 26: Ibid., p. 94; Apologetics, p. 19.) 

And Henry, whose exposition on this point is abundant: Man 
has even an innate knowledge of God, not to mention the reve- 
lation of God in external nature. (Footnote 27: The Drift of 
Western Thought, pp. 96, 103. cf. Remaking, p. 201.) But 
"man's nature as finite creature in sin is not such that, from the 
side of human initiative, it is possible for him reliably to attain 
the great metaphysical verities. . . ." (Footnote 28: Drift, p. 96.) 


Because man is thus in sinful rebellion against God, special 
revelation is needed. (Footnote 29: Notes on the Doctrine of 
God, p. 66.) If there were no general revelation, man could not 
be a sinner; yet this does not presuppose natural theology, "or 
the notion that the theistic evidences lead man to an accurate 
and for some purposes adequate view of God. For such an es- 
timate does not take sin soberly enough." (Footnote 30: Jbid., p. 
68.) 

What is the precise extent of sinful distortion? VanTil holds 
that the distortion, strictly speaking, is complete: the natural 
man cannot reason correctly on any level of thought. (Footnote 
31: Warfield, p. 37f.) Even logic is not the same [[163]] for 
Christian and non-Christian, and "the syllogistic process must 
be followed in frank subordination to the notion of a self- 
sufficient God." (Footnote 32: Common Grace, pp. 27, 28.) 
The Christian view may thus contain even what, from a human 
logical point of view, are self-contradictory propositions. 

But the other presuppositionalists have not been so ready 
thus to sacrifice reason. So Henry writes that "the Biblical view 
. .. does not dethrone reason as an instrument, for that premise 
would make it impossible for anyone to think anything---even 
this sentence." (Footnote 33: Notes, p. 65.) And again: "the va- 
lidity of implications is the same for all minds." (Footnote 34: 
Remaking, p. 233.) And as for Carnell and Clark, their whole 
system is built on the universality of logical laws and the ra- 
tional categories. (Footnote 35: Clark, Christian View, pp. 231, 
232, 256, 268; Carnell, Introduction, pp. 70, 83.) Yet man's 
sinful predicament may be defined negatively by saying that he 
cannot properly interpret the natural revelation so as to infer the 
existence of God: apparently the distortion is therefore a voli- 
tional matter which has become so constitutional as to impose 
an inability. 

On the other hand, the presuppositionalists do not hesitate to 
cite data which are intended to show to all rational minds the 


insufficiency of theistic arguments to establish the existence of 
God: in this context, even the arguments of an unregenerate 
Hume are made the basis of appeal. (Footnote 36: Carnell, Jn- 
troduction, p. 129f.; Clark, Christian Philosophy of Education, 
p. 37f; Henry, Remaking, pp. 198-200.) 

In the light of man's sinful predicament, what, finally, is the 
ground for man's choice of the basic postulate of Christian the- 
ism? The answer seems to be that the ground of choice is an 
efficient act of God in which the sinner's sinful distortion is rec- 
tified, at least in part and principle, though such a regenerate 
person may think at times according to his old sinful nature. 
(Footnote 37: Carnell, Philosophy of the Christian Religion, p. 
278.) Thus Henry writes, for example: "The supernatural r- 
generation of sinners secures the acceptance of the divine reve- 
lation as true." (Footnote 38: Drift, p. 117.) 

VanTil is exceedingly clear on this point: 


[indent] It is therefore the Holy Spirit bearing witness by 
and with the Word in our hearts that alone effects the required 
Copernican revolution and makes us both Christians and theists. 
. .. It is only when the Holy Spirit gives man a new heart that 
he will accept the evidence of Scripture about itself and about 
nature [[164]] for what it really is. . . . If sinful man is to be 
saved he must be saved against his will. . . . So an entrance has 
to be forced. (Footnote 39: "Nature and Scripture," pp. 272, 
273; Warfield, p. 33.) 


Positive approach to apologetics.---If, then, the first princi- 
ple of any metaphysic must be presupposed; if, further, there is 
no common ground as a basis for argument; and if, finally, 
man, while he ought to do so, nevertheless cannot distill God 
from the general revelation; how is any apologetic at all possi- 
ble? 


In general, while strictly speaking there is no epistemologi- 
cal point of contact, there is a formal point of contact between 
the believer and the unbeliever in terms of which apologetic 
reasoning may be carried on. The most common term used to 
denote this formal point of contact is the image of God. Just 
because man, even though a sinner, is yet a creature made in 
God's image in an intellectual and moral sense, every human 
being is metaphysically accessible to the influence of God. 
(Footnote 40: VanTil, Apologetics, p. 38.) And it is this very 
image that keeps man from consistently moving to the nihilism 
of every non-Christian position: "Christianity can see in every 
such view, by its inability to work itself out into a comprehen- 
sive nihilism, that struggle with the innate image of God which 
drives every naturalistic philosopher to something less than a 
consistent outworking of his position." (Footnote 41: Henry, 
Drift, p. 99.) Carnell, in rather more generous fashion, grants 
not only the formal contact posed by the image of God, but also 
that posed by the facts of nature, though both together are n- 
adequate. (Footnote 42: Introduction, pp. 218, 219.) 

In terms of such a formal point of contact, an apologetic be- 
comes possible. Believer and unbeliever may reason together 
"by placing themselves in turn upon their opponent's position 
for argument's sake. The argument will then be one from con- 
sequences. .. ." (Footnote 43: VanTil, Apologetics, p. 38.) The 
argument will then proceed on the basis of coherence and will 
be twofold: first, it will point out the internal coherence of 
Christian theism; second, it will set forth the internal incoher- 
ence of every non-Christian position. (Footnote 44: [bid., p. 41; 
cf. also Clark, Christian View, pp. 29-33, 318f.; Christian Phi- 
losophy of Education, p. 41f.) 

Does this mean, then, that the Christian and the non- 
Christian do have a true epistemological, as distinguished from 
a formal, point of contact? VanTil's answer is emphatically: 
no---the agreement is still only formal; in fact, "a non-Christian 


could not recognize the fact of coherence if he were to do so by 
his own principle of interpretation. . . . The non-Christian does 
not realize this. . . ." (Footnote 45: Apologetics, p. 42.) 

Among the other presuppositionalists, coherence seems to 
be granted a status, as the test for truth, which appears to tran- 
scend a purely formal point of contact. This is especially true 
in the positions of Carnell and Clark. (Footnote 46: Cf. above 
references to Clark; Carnell, Philosophy of the Christian Relig- 
ion, pp. 5, 306, 449, 450.) 

The detailed working out of the Christian apologetic by 
these various thinkers is too complex for treatment here, but 
one point of special interest should be indicated. Both Clark 
and Carnell reintroduce theistic argumentation on an a priori 
basis, even though they ostensibly repudiate the efforts of the 
natural mind to distill God from the general revelation. 

Carnell, for example, passes in argumentation from the val- 
ues grounded in the moral categories of the human mind to the 
assertion of God's existence as a time- and space-transcending 
being that supports the eternal validity of these values. (Foot- 
note 47: Ibid., pp. 270, 271.) Nor does Carnell intend this ar- 
gument to have force only for the regenerate mind, for he 
comments: "The fact of these data makes the postulation of 
God's existence both scientifically and rationally satisfying." 
(Footnote 48: Ibid., pp. 272, 273.) And in a long passage in his 
Introduction to Christian Apologetics, clear affirmation is pre- 
sented that man does have a knowledge of God's existence on 
the basis of the general revelation. (Footnote 49: [bid., p. 157f.) 

Clark's procedure is similar. Although he holds with the 
Calvinist tradition that "sin has so vitiated human powers that 
man can read neither the heavens nor his own heart aright," 
(Footnote 50: Christian View, pp. 251, 252.) still he too argues 
with great zeal for the theistic position. He holds, for example, 
that the existence of God is the best explanation for the fact that 
all men possess the rational categories in common and that they 


find these categories to be the very principles whereby the real 
world is constituted. (Footnote 51: [bid., pp. 316-318.) Nor 
does Clark ntend any more than Carnell that this argumentation 
will be valued and valid only for a regenerate mind: in fact, he 
ad- [[166]] mittedly borrows the bulk of the argument from cer- 
tain idealist philosophers who presumably would not be classed 
as regenerate. 

On the other hand, both men claim that the argument falls 
short of demonstration and is merely hypothetical in nature as a 
proof by coherence. (Footnote 53: [bid., p. 318; Carnell, Intro- 
duction, p. 170.) Thus Clark states: 


[indent] No demonstration of God is possible; our belief is a 
voluntary choice; but if one must choose without a strict proof, 
none the less it is possible to have sane reasons of some sort to 
justify the choice. Ultimately these reasons reduce to the prin- 
ciple of consistency. A postulate must be chosen such that it 
makes possible a harmony or a system in all our thoughts, 
words, and actions. (Footnote 54: Christian Philosophy of Edu- 
cation, pp. 48, 49.) 


Criticism of Metaphysical Presuppositionalism 
Prefatory Remarks 


It should be apparent that no exception is taken to the pre- 
suppositionalist methodology as long as it be construed in an 
analytical or categorical manner; that is, as a test for truth, or as 
a means for showing what the facts of experiences imply with 
regard to the tsic or ultimate reality. It is rather against the 
stronghold of the metaphysical presuppositionalists that our at- 
tack is intended to be directed. And it should be made very 
clear that any criticism of the position of the thinkers who pro- 


pound this system is to be taken on a strictly philosophical 
level: no personal implications are intended, even if at times I 
appear to bite the argument with more than usual invective. 
But it is always the argument and not the men that I would thus 
"bite": it is to the insufficiency of their approach as a basis for 
Christian apologetics that we address ourselves, and by no 
means to the grandeur of their persons. 

As for the precise methodology of our criticism: the most 
feasible procedure will be the consideration of the basic asser- 
tions in the order in which they have been set forth in our posi- 
tive formulation. 


Detailed Criticism 


Concerning the assertion that the basic metaphysical postu- 
late is insusceptible of proof.---(1) In the first place, the asser- 
tion involves a_ basic misunderstanding concerning 
epistemology. It is granted that any argument starts with some- 
thing as given: that such is the case we [[167]] have already at- 
tempted to establish in Part I of the present work. Yet argument 
thus starts, not with a basic metaphysical ultimate---say God, or 
matter in motion---but with a common basis of rationality and 
experience in terms of which the validity of one's metaphysical 
assertion is to be justified. Men---if Christian theism be cor- 
rect---come to experience with a rational structure of mind 
which, when consistently applied to that experience, yields the 
conclusion that God exists as theism construes that existence. 
On the Christian view experience would be unintelligible if 
God did not exist: but it is the fact of God's existence, not the 
original knowledge of it, which makes the intelligibility of ex- 
perience possible. Unbelievers, after all, do, like Christians, 
apprehend their experience as rational: what they fail to do is to 
carry through this apprehension to its highest explanation in the 


affirmation of God's reality; or else they volitionally reject the 
conviction they may thus reach by a logical interpretation of the 
ultimate possibility of existence. 

But how can we prove that argument starts, not with the as- 
sumption of a metaphysical ultimate, but with a basic epistemo- 
logical structure common to all minds as rational and with a 
common world of facts? 

(a) In the first place, the assertion---that no basic metaphysi- 
cal assertion is susceptible of proof---is self-contradictory. Ac- 
cording to this view, as we have seen, the basic metaphysical 
postulate or first principle determines the whole balance or tre- 
mainder of the system---it even determines the validity of the 
epistemological starting-point or of the basic forms of thought. 
But what about the assertion itself? Is it intended to be true of 
every metaphysical system or not? Does it hold for naturalism 
as well as for theism? Is it true universally? 

If it is thus universally true, then the following remarks are 
appropriate: (1) First, here is a truth that cuts across every basic 
metaphysical postulate and every complex metaphysical world 
view: it is therefore a truth which is valid, not in terms of a par- 
ticular metaphysical postulate, but in terms of an epistemologi- 
cal starting-point which all the systems necessarily share. The 
only conceivable ground on which it could be maintained that 
the assertion derives its validity from the basic metaphysical 
postulate would be that all these postulates are ultimately iden- 
tical, that naturalism and theism, for example, are really the 
same view in the end: an identity that would [[168]] bring little 
comfort to either naturalist or theist, and that would, in fact, be 
logically impossible. 

(ii) Second, the truth of the assertion is epistemologically 
basic to the acceptance of any metaphysical world view what- 
soever: I will not be moved to choose a world view unless I 
know that a choice is involved; I will have no way of selecting 
a basic metaphysical ultimate. At any given point in my ex- 


perience, I either espouse a world or not. But if I do, it is be- 
cause, according to the theory, I chose it at some previous time; 
and if I do not, I am confronted with the choice now. But I 
could not come to a world view at all in these terms, if I did not 
realize that a choice was possible. It follows that prior to the 
acceptance of a basic metaphysic, there must be at least a 
knowledge that a choice is possible. Consequently, it is false to 
say that the acceptance of a metaphysical ultimate is epistemo- 
logically ultimate. On such grounds, I should be worse off than 
the philosopher's ass: for I would not starve between equally 
tempting piles of hay; I would rather starve because I could not 
know that one of the piles could be mine unless I first ate it! 

Suppose, on the other hand, that the assertion is not intended 
to be true universally, but only within the context of a given 
metaphysical world view. It follows at once that the assertion 
is false: for it claims to make an allegation about every meta- 
physical postulate whatsoever, i.e., to be a statement which is 
true irrespective of the metaphysical position with which it is 
affiliated. 

Nor will it help to say that the statement is intended to be 
universally true, but only within the context of metaphysical 
view x. For (i) then the statement would be unintelligible to 
everyone who did not hold view x---which is obviously false; 
(ii) view x itself could have been chosen only in terms of a 
knowledge of the truth of this statement itself, as we have d- 
ready shown; (iii) all the problems that arise about the original 
assertion arise likewise about this explanation: is this explana- 
tion intended to be universally true, and so on to infinity? 

Whether therefore the original assertion is taken to be uni- 
versally true or not, it involves its own falsehood and is there- 
fore self-contradictory. 

(b) In the second place, the original proposition would be 
unintelligible if it were not false. If it is actually the case that 
the espousal of a first metaphysical principle is epistemologi- 


cally basic---that such espousal [[169]] determines the very 
forms of thought---then the statement would be unintelligible 
except to the person within the context of whose metaphysical 
position the proposition is propounded. But as a matter of fact, 
I think the statement will commend itself as rationally intelligi- 
ble to any person whatever who is possessed of normal powers 
of ratiocination. 

The only escape from this predicament would be to hold that 
the forms of thought or intelligibility are common to all sys- 
tems: but this either destroys the original assertion by finding a 
common epistemological starting-point in terms of which a 
metaphysical ultimate is established, or it reduces to the absurd- 
ity that all metaphysical systems are basically identical, as we 
suggested previously. 

I therefore conclude that the assertion---that the basic meta- 
physical postulate of any system is insusceptible of proof---is 
self-contradictory and invalid. 

(2) As against this same assertion, I urge in the next place 
that if the espousal of a metaphysical ultimate is epistemologi- 
cally basic---if, that is, the first principle of thought is a meta- 
physical principle---no rational basis for a choice of this 
principle can consistently be given. For the validity of this ba- 
sis itself is determined by my metaphysical first principle: so 
that the only basis of the choice rests on a previous espousal of 
the position. It follows that either the choice is purely gratui- 
tous and arbitrary, or that it is not actually a choice at all but the 
effect of completely determining extraneous factors. That 
Christian presuppositionalism eventually works itself around to 
this last alternative will be noted in a subsequent context. 

But in point of fact, with the possible exception of VanTil, 
the presuppositionalists are inconsistent by attempting to con- 
struct just such a rational basis for accepting theism as ought 
logically to be rejected. If the internal self-consistency of the 
Christian view can be exhibited and the skeptical character of 


other positions displayed, this procedure either constitutes a ra- 
tional justification for the metaphysical ultimate or not. If it 
does then there is a rational basis that underlies the acceptance 
of the theistic postulate. And if the procedure does not const- 
tute a rational justification for theism, it is a meaningless exer- 
cise. The same may be affirmed with the respect to the 
reintroduction of the theistic arguments by Clark and Carnell; 
and in fact, it may be asserted generally that the every apolo- 
getic attempt either as- [[170]] sumes that the metaphysical 
view of theism can be rationally established, or such attempt is 
not an apologetic at all. 

Concerning the denial of common ground.---Since this posi- 
tion is a corollary to that just considered, the objections already 
cited apply here with equal force. Hence the denial actually 
makes a rational apologetic impossible and any apologetic at all 
devoid of fruitful issue. 

(1) If---to consider VanTil's view first---the non-Christian 
uses one set of categories and the Christian another, there is no 
ground for argument or discussion. Nor will appeal to the for- 
mal point of contact or image of God help in this connection: 
for if this formal point actually makes fruitful argument possi- 
ble, it is a real and common epistemological ground on the ba- 
sis of which conclusions may be validly dawn---but this is 
precisely what VanTil denies. Either there is a true common 
basis for argument or not; if there is, fruitful argument is possi- 
ble, but the denial of common ground is set aside; if there is no 
such true basis, argument is impossible. Period! 

Nor can the non-Christian place himself within the frame- 
work of the Christian world view to discern its internal self- 
consistency. For his categories are, by the theory itself, imma- 
nentistic and distorted: even his concept of coherence is wrong; 
and if not, it constitutes a real common ground. To say that the 
non-Christian <<corrected from "Chrisitan">> could not recog- 
nize coherence on his principle is to say either that he cannot 


recognize it at all---in which case there is no apologetic; or that 
he has a principle beside his own in terms of which such recog- 
nition is possible---in which case this principle constitutes 
common ground. 

(2) As for Carnell's position: if believer and unbeliever have 
any interpretive content in common, as Carnell admits, there is 
no reason in principle for denying the non-Christian the possi- 
bility of achieving such content in metaphysics. How could be- 
liever and unbeliever have any interpretive content in common- 
--say in science? Since all such content is determined by the 
validity of certain epistemological principles in terms of which 
facts are interpreted, such common content would imply that 
believer and unbeliever alike have the capacity for interpreting 
data according to universally valid first principles of knowl- 
edge. And what objection can possibly be given against the ex- 
tension of this capacity to the highest level of explanation in 
metaphysics? Whatever answer may be given to this last 
[[171]] question, it will be inconsistent with Carnell's own 4- 
tempt to establish an argument for theism. 

With the denial of common ground apologetics becomes no 
more than the unfolding of a belief already possessed and de- 
void of all universally valid rational basis: in which case pre- 
suppositionalism is not a basis for the knowledge of God, but 
the denial that any such basis actually exists. And on such 
grounds, it is scarcely likely that a thinking man would decide 
for theism. 

Concerning the sinful distortion of the general revelation.--- 
Presuppositionalism holds that although God is clearly revealed 
in nature, man's intellect is so distorted by sin that he cannot 
distill God from this revelation which nevertheless leaves man a 
sinner without excuse. Immediately the following problems 
confront such an outlook: 

(1) How can the theistic arguments themselves be impugned 
by reason? When the presuppositionalists are against the theis- 


tic proofs, they intend, I suppose, that their arguments are valid 
on a universal rational basis: the natural mind is so distorted 
that it cannot see the plain evidence of the natural revelation, 
but it is not so distorted that it cannot see the invalidity of the 
time-worn proofs for God. That the criticisms of argumentative 
theism are intended to be universally acceptable is confirmed 
by the fact that the presuppositionalists literally import as ob- 
jections the arguments of such skeptics as Hume himself. Now 
all this is but to say that the natural mind is both competent and 
incompetent with respect to exactly the same data and in the 
same context. 

Surely consistency would demand that if the unregenerate 
man cannot see God in nature, neither can he see the inade- 
quacy of those arguments which attempt to infer God's exis- 
tence to explain nature. 

And the inconsistency is far worse. For, after showing me 
the critical inadequacy of theistic argumentation, the holder of 
this view asks me to move over to his revelational position 
where he will ask me to believe the very doctrine that he has 
just shown is lacking in respect to objective evidence; namely, 
that God is the Creator of all reality beyond himself and that the 
purposive aspects of nature are integrated in the eternal plan of 
God. What he has done, quite obviously, has been to crawl out 
on a limb and saw off the branch upon which he perches: and as 
the limb falls to the ground, he asks me to [[172]] ride with him 
on this destructive plunge into the abyss of irrationalism. 

(2) How, as we have already queried in other contexts, can 
any fruitful arguments for theism be introduced at all? If man's 
intellect is thus distorted, any admission that he can see at all 
the consistency of the Christian position will ultimately repudi- 
ate the rejection of the general revelation as a basis for the 
knowledge of God. For to see this consistency is to move to- 
ward theism on the basis of natural revelation. 


(3) Does this distortion involve reason as an instrument or 
not? (a) If it does---and this is the view of VanTil---self- 
contradiction is immediately involved. For only the instrumen- 
tality of reason can make this assertion itself intelligible, so that 
the statement can only by true by being false---which is absurd. 
(b) If it does not---and this is the view of Carnell, Clark, and 
Henry---how can common ground and natural theology be con- 
sistently rejected? If all men have the same reason as an in- 
strument and the same facts of natural revelation, on what 
grounds can the possibility of natural theology be denied? If it 
be answered that men volitionally refuse to use reason in under- 
standing nature theistically, this is certainly true in unnumbered 
cases: but it involves the abandonment of presuppositionalism 
itself, since then it will be affirmed that while man could know 
God from nature, he wills not to. 

(4) How does special revelation really help the natural man 
to know the existence of God? Every objection against man's 
ability to interpret the natural revelation will hold equally 
against the special revelation. 

VanTil and Henry admit this point: and thus they press to 
the conclusion suggested by Calvin that only the regenerated 
person can truly know the existence of God. Nor does the ini- 
tiative rest with man at all in the final analysis: after all, there is 
no basis on which he can of himself repent, even under influ- 
ences of the Spirit. Since he is unregenerate, such influences 
will be on a precisely equal footing with both the general and 
the special revelations for him. The regeneration that is requi- 
site to a knowledge of God's existence is therefore completely 
effected and determined from the divine side. 

But more than this: such a doctrine of absolute electionism 
is part of a larger framework of sovereignty in terms of which 
every act of man and every event in the universe is completely 
determined and [[173]] effected from the divine side with no 
measure of autonomy for rational selves. Since acts of men are 


determined by beliefs, and since, on the theory of presupposi- 
tionalism itself, a belief is possible only in the framework of a 
metaphysical world view that is ultimately given without ra- 
tional foundation; then every belief and hence every act of man 
stems back finally to the ultimate metaphysical Real which is 
admitted by the theory to be God. Thus every at of man, as 
well as every event in the universe, is completely determined 
and effected from the divine side. 

But such a rigid determinism is incompatible with a theism 
that makes God's nature the embodiment and norm of absolute 
goodness as over against the acknowledged evils of existence. 
If God is absolute goodness, He cannot be the cause of evil as 
such; but if every event in the universe is completely deter- 
mined from the divine side, then God is precisely the cause of 
evil, which He cannot be, consistently with His goodness. 

In this situation, the following alternatives are possible: (i) 
We may deny the absolute goodness of God: but then the God 
we thus posit is certainly not the Christian God. (ii) We may 
deny the reality of evil: but this is impossible, since at least the 
illusion of evil exists, and this in itself is an actual evil in the 
universe of a God who efficiently causes all things as such. (Cf. 
Part III, Section B, Chapter IV, for a discussion of the whole 
question of veil.) (iii) We may accept a logical self- 
contradiction and maintain that God is both absolute goodness 
and yet the efficient cause of evil: but this is irrationalism and 
skepticism at its worst, for it asserts actually that the whole 
problem is insoluble. And such an assertion is_ self- 
contradictory on any line of argument whatever, for it involves 
its own denial. 

(iv) The obvious and only remaining alternative is to deny 
our original determinism, and hold that evils spring from condi- 
tions which contained these evils only contingently: in particu- 
lar, with regard to human moral evils, we would then hold that 
they spring from moral freedom, and that the acts and the be- 


liefs which characterize men are truly chosen and ought to be 
chosen on rational grounds alone. But when we tus posit ra- 
tional and moral freedom, we have left the presuppositionalist 
hypothesis far behind us: for it is man who chooses now; and if 
he chooses theism, it should be on the ground that a consistent 
rational interpretation of the data of [[174]] experience has led 
him to this position as the only thoroughly logical alternative. 
A man may choose theism on a lesser ground, but every such 
ground ultimately comes to rest in such a supreme rational ba- 
sis. 

Thus the presuppositionalist approach lands one ultimately 
in an extreme Calvinistic atmosphere. If one feels comfortable 
here, let him remain with this God who has created rational 
men as mere puppets of His sovereignty. But if it seem to be 
the case that man is under obligation to believe the Gospel and 
that he must accept Christ as Saviour before the Spirit of God 
regenerates the heart---if, I say, man is a moral and rational 
agent confronted with a revelation for the acceptance of which 
he is morally and rationally responsible---then let the presup- 
positionalist framework be consigned to the irrationalism that is 
written so plainly through its structure! 

But the final repudiation in this present context consists in 
the observation that the denial of the knowledge of God from 
the general revelation is nconsistent with that very revelation in 
Scripture to which the presuppositionalists make their greatest 
appeal. While a proponent of the present theory denies that 
man can imply God's existence from the general revelation, yet 
the psalmist declares: "The heavens declare the glory of God; 
and the firmament showeth his handiwork. Day unto day utter- 
eth speech, and night unto night showeth knowledge. There is 
no speech nor language, where their voice is not heard" (Ps. 
19:1-3). And in the letter to the Romans Paul lays the founda- 
tion of Gentile responsibility squarely on the shoulders of natu- 
ral theology, for he declares that "the invisible things of him are 


clearly seen from the creation of the world when they are con- 
sidered by the things that are made, even his eternal power and 
deity, so that they are without excuse" (Rom. 1:20). Surely 
man is not responsible to God on the basis of natural revelation, 
if he cannot see that such revelation implies God's existence. 
Otherwise the passage is unintelligible. And again in Acts Paul 
declares that God has given a witness to all the nations in terms 
of the natural revelation (Acts 14), and that in God men have 
their very being, if only they would discern this fact 9Acts 17). 

Paul never suggests, nor is it the doctrine of Scripture, that 
man in his sin cannot imply God's existence from the facts of 
nature. What he does clearly teach is that, although man is n- 
tellectually able to take this step, he volitionally wills, at some 
point, to reject the evidence: "And according as they did not 
approve of having God in their knowledge, God gave them up 
to a reprobate mind" (Rom. 1:28). Man ought to see God in na- 
ture, but he wills not to. 

Concerning the positive approach to apologetics.---The 
relevant criticisms in this connection have already been cited in 
previous contexts. But by way of summary: if there is any for- 
mal point of contact which makes apologetics possible, it is 
necessarily a true common ground and presuppositionalism is 
repudiated. And if the rationes and the facts of nature are 
common to all men as rational, there is no reason, in principle, 
why conclusions based on such premises may not reach true 
judgments about ultimate reality. 

One additional point about the approach of Clark and Car- 
nell: Both thinkers, when they reintroduce the arguments for 
theism, hold that theism is not a demonstrated truth, but only a 
verifiable hypothesis: now in scientific terminology, this means 
that theism would be a possible interpretation, but that it had 
not been shown b be the only possible one. This last is te- 
quired if we are to transcend verification in demonstration. 


Yet both men attempt to meet just the requisites of demon- 
stration itself: for they try to show, not only that theism is a 
self-consistent interpretation of reality, but that every lesser 
view reduces to skepticism and self-contradiction. Now if it 
can be shown that every logically possible alternative to theism 
is thus self-contradictory, then theism will no longer be verified 
hypothesis, but demonstrated certainty. 


Conclusion 


I therefore conclude that since metaphysical presuppositio n- 
alism is thus entangled in such a mass of self-contradictions, it 
forms no valid approach to the knowledge of God. And thus 
perishes the last principal alternative to rational empiricism as a 
basis for Christian---or any other---apology. With her oppo- 
nents thus languishing in defeat, reason pushes on to consider 
experience itself to determine whether God is real! [[176-177]] 


Part III 


NATURAL THEOLOGY AND THE EXISTENCE 
OF GOD 


SECTION A 
The Theistic Argument from Natural Revelation 


[[178-179]] 


Chapter I 


THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE ARGUMENTS 


Introductory Remarks 


The problem now is to attempt the establishment of theism 
on the basis of rational empiricism @ an adequate account of 
epistemology: to show that in terms of experiential considera- 
tions which all men ought to acknowledge, insofar as they are 
rational, the theistic explanation of reality is the only one which 
can logically be accepted and believed by a reasoning mind that 
applies the categories of thought to the whole gamut of human 
experience as common to the community of rational selves. 

Lest there should be any misunderstanding about the orien- 
tation of the discussion, a precise explanation of theism is req- 
uisite. By theism I understand that metaphysical philosophy 
which explains the total space-time universe by positing as its 
ground an absolutely necessary being, whose nature is that of 
personal intelligence and absolute goodness, and who, though 
he sustains the existence and functioning of that universe, nev- 
ertheless transcends it 1 the timeless necessity of His being. 
That theism has not always been defined in this way is un- 
doubtedly true. Yet this, in my opinion, is the theism which a 
rational interpretation of experience will yield. 

It will be alleged by some that the use of the term natural 
revelation is prejudicial in a twofold way: first, because it pre- 
supposes the establishment of theism by suggesting at the outset 
the conclusion that 6 to be established; namely, that the gamut 
of human experience does reveal the existence of God; second, 


because it suggests that, granting the validity of theistic argu- 
mentation, there is some other more specialized form of revela- 
tion. 

In point of fact, however, no prejudgment of conclusion is 
intended to be imported at this point. The term revelation is 
used, not [[180]] to imply the conclusion, but to indicate the 
end to which the discussion is teleologically directed. But more 
importantly, the whole phrase natural revelation is employed to 
clarify the fact that the entire argument proceeds solely on the 
basis of experiential considerations common to all rational 
selves, and not on the basis of any appeal to some specialized 
supernatural revelation in the experience of certain individuals. 

On the other hand, it is certainly not my intention to dis- 
credit either the idea or the reality of such a special revelation: 
this consideration, however, is simply not a part of my present 
purpose. That a theism based on natural revelation may be sup- 
plemented by special revelatory acts is a position that I share: 
but that such a special revelation must be given initially, from a 
logical point of view, before the revelation in nature can be 
decisively significant, s a position that has already been repudi- 
ated. It seems rather to be the case that men must have some 
natural knowledge about God before special revelatory acts 
themselves can achieve ultimate significance: 


[indent] Without general [natural] revelation, special revela- 
tion would lack that basis in the fundamental knowledge of God 
as the mighty and wise, righteous and good, maker and ruler of 
all things, apart from which the further revelation of this great 
God's interventions in the world for the salvation of sinners 
could not be either intelligible, credible or operative. (Footnote 
1: B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible, p. 
75---although no implication is intended that the author's whole 
argument is shared by Warfield.) 


The plan of procedure will be as follows: first, to offer a de- 
tailed positive formulation of the progressive argument for the- 
ism: second, to consider the objections against such a structure 
of argument and to attempt to answer them. While such a 
method has the disadvantage of rendering either section incom- 
plete without the other, it has also certain compensating merits. 
It enables the reader to gain, in the positive formulation, a syn- 
thetic view of the whole argument, unencumbered by an excess 
detail of critical remarks. And what is of equal importance, our 
method makes it possible for the reader, who is perplexed about 
specific objections to theism, to find, in the section on objec- 
tions, a specialized treatment of the various particular criti- 
cisms. 

Only two significant departures from this method will occur. 
In the discussion of the ontological argument, criticism of its 
structure [[181]] is so decisive that the validity of the argument 
can be maintained only through a basic alteration in that struc- 
ture. A similar departure will be made in the consideration of 
the teleological argument as it relates specifically to the nature 
of rational and moral being: in these instances, criticism of the 
argument requires analytical consideration before its positive 
impact can be fully discerned. 


The Classification of the Arguments 


Traditionally, the arguments for theism have been variously 
classified: but the most common arrangement is their separation 
into two groups by application of the terms of a priori and a 
posteriori; the former group being considered before, or apart 
from, any appeal to the particular data of experience, and the 
latter group being based rather on just such an appeal. 

A priori: the Ontological argument, or the argument from 
the idea of absolute existence.---This attempted proof under- 


takes to show that the mere conception in the mind, of an abso- 
lutely necessary being, involves both the conceived attribute of 
existence and the objective reality of the being itself. In brief, 
the idea of God is asserted to involve his actual or real exis- 
tence. Consequently, the argument is called a priori because it 
rests solely on the mind's necessary conception of the relation- 
ship among the rational categories, and not at all on an appeal 
to particular experienced facts. 

A posteriori: the cosmological, causal, or aetiological ar- 
gument; or the argument from the fact of particular existence. -- 
-This argument moves from the admission of any particular ex- 
istence whatever to the assertion that there exists an absolutely 
necessary being as its ground and ultimate cause. The argu- 
ment is denominated causal, because it rests on the validity of 
the causal category according to which nothing could exist 
apart from the presence of completely determinate conditions of 
its being---the word aetiological is applied with similar motiva- 
tion, since it is derived from he Greek aitos which means causal 
or causative. The movement of thought involved is further 
called cosmological because, while the argument generally rests 
on the mere admission that anything at all exists, still the 
broadest area of supposedly contingent reality to which the ar- 
gument may be applied is the world or cosmos itself in the wid- 
est sense. 

A posteriori: the teleological argument, or the argument 
from the nature of total existence.---This most complex type of 
theistic argu- [[182]] mentation attempts to show that the cb- 
tailed character of the experienced world embodies such adapta- 
tions of means to ends and such transcension of the possibilities 
of a material base, that the whole is explicable only in terms of 
a personal intelligent will whose nature is goodness and whose 
ultimate purpose the universe is progressively realizing. The 
argument has two basic orientations in proportion as it focuses 
attention on the universe as a whole or on man in particular. In 


the first orientation---the macrocosmic---thought moves from 
the sum total of what appear to be adaptations in nature and 
from the progressiveness of the cosmic process through levels 
of matter, life, and mind 6 the positing of an intelligent will as 
the sole sufficient explanation of this macrocosm. 

In the second  orientation---the microcosmic---thought 
moves from the distinctive character of mind or personality and 
from the nature of values as absolute to the positing of Mind 
with absolute goodness as the sole sufficient explanation of 
man the microcosm. This phase of the teleological argument is 
often called the anthropological or moral argument. But its de- 
cisive significance depends upon its status as the climax of the 
whole process of teleological, and ultimately of theistic, argu- 
mentation. 


The Necessary Synthesis of A priori and A posteriori 
Elements 


Our whole discussion of epistemology should have made it 
clear that a bifurcation of arguments as a priori and a posteriori 
would involve the cessation of significant discussion before it 
began; for every valid piece of argumentation must involve 
both of these elements if it is to have ontological significance. 
Such argumentation must be a priori because resting on the 
categorical structure of the mind independently of particular 
experiences---every rational self, as we have shown, comes to 
the particular data of experience with a structure of rationality 
in terms of which it is necessarily disposed to understand ex- 
perience and apart from which such experience could not exist; 
a posteriori because no content of knowledge about real and in- 
dependent existences can be derived from the categories them- 
selves and their interrelations---the knowledge of such real 
existences, the achievement of objective content knowledge, 


must result from the application of the categorical structure to 
the world of experience. 

Consequently, no argument for God---or for anything else 
that is objectively actual apart from the mind---is valid on either 
of these bases alone, so that a purely empirical argument, or a 
purely rational argument, would both be invalid. This means 
that all the great arguments for theism, if they are to be logi- 
cally cogent, must embody both rational and experiential con- 
siderations. And lest any misapprehension should occur here, it 
is conceded at once that the a priori ontological argument is 
therefore invalid. 

[[184]] 


Chapter II 


THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: OR THE 
ARGUMENT FROM THE IDEA OF 
ABSOLUTE EXISTENCE 


Formulation of the Argument 
The General Movement of Thought 


This argument attempts to show that the ontological or a- 
tual existence of God is implied in the idea of God that we must 
rationally conceive. The idea of an absolutely infinite being 
could not be the idea that it is unless such a being existed in re- 
ality; for if such a being had a merely conceptual or ideal exis- 
tence, it would not be the object of our idea of an absolutely 
infinite being, and that just for the reason that the idea of such a 
being necessarily involves the concept of actual existence. On 


any other supposition the being conceived would be less than 
absolutely infinite. But men do have a concept of the abso- 
lutely infinite being: consequently, such a being must actually 
exist. 


The Anselmic Formulation 


The distinction of being the first thinker clearly to formulate 
the ontological argument has usually been attributed to Saint 
Anselm of Canterbury (a.d. 1033-1109). Indeed, his statement 
of the argument is so illumination that it bears consideration in 
his own words as follows: 


[indent] We believe that thou [God] art a being than which 
nothing greater can be conceived. Or is there no such nature, 
since the fool hath said in his heart, there is no God? (Psalm 
14:1). But, at any rate, this very fool, when he hears of this be- 
ing of which I speak---a being than which nothing greater can 
be conceived---understands what he hears, and what he under- 
stands is in his understanding. . . . And assuredly, that than 
which nothing greater can be conceived, cannot exist in the un- 
derstanding alone: For suppose it exists in the understanding 
alone: then it can be conceived to exist in reality; which is 
greater. Therefore, if that, than which nothing greater can be 
conceived, exists in the understanding alone, the very being, 
than which nothing greater can be conceived, is one, than which 
a greater can be conceived. But obviously this is impossible. 
Hence, there is no doubt that there exists such a being, than 
which nothing greater can be conceived, and it exists both in 
the understanding and in reality. (Footnote 1: Anselm, Proslo- 
gium; Monologium; An Appendix in Behalf of the Fool by 
Gaunilon, and Cur Deus Homo, pp. 7, 8. 


It is important to note carefully the movement of thought in 
this argumentation. Anselm rightly takes it as given that I can 
in some way form a clear conception of that than which nothing 
greater can be conceived. But such a being could not exist in 
the understanding alone, since then it would not exist as con- 
ceived: for obviously, a being that exists in the understanding 
alone is not a being than which nothing greater can be con- 
ceived. That is, the very concept of such a being implies the 
necessity of its existence, since otherwise I would be denying 
the consistent and logical character of the conception itself. 
Anselm would admit that in any other case it would be impos- 
sible to argue from conceptual to actual existence; but he would 
assert that in this one case alone, namely, in the conception of 
that than which nothing greater can be conceived, existence at- 
taches to the very concept itself. Since this is the case, the con- 
clusion that such a being necessarily exists is an inevitable 
movement of thought. 


The Alternate Formulation of Descartes 


Perhaps the most famous alternative expression of the onto- 
logical argument is to be found in the writings of Descartes 
(a.d. 1596-1650). Descartes states the argument with consider- 
able clarity, and his statement is especially illuminating by rea- 
son of the fact that it embodies a mathematical analogy in some 
of its formulations. 


[indent] From the fact that I cannot conceive God without 
existence, it follows that existence is inseparable from Him, and 
hence that He really exists; not that my thought can bring this to 
pass [[186]] or impose any necessity on things, but, on the con- 
trary, because the necessity which lies in the thing itself, 1.e., 
the necessity of the existence of God determines me to think in 


this way. For it is not within my power to think of God without 
existence (that is of a supremely perfect Being devoid of a su- 
preme perfection . . .). 

I saw very well that if we suppose a triangle to be given, the 
three angles must certainly be equal to two right angles; but for 
all that I saw no reason to be assured that there was any such 
triangle in existence, while on the contrary, on reverting to the 
examination of the idea which I had of a Perfect Being, I found 
that in this case existence was implied in it in the same manner 
in which the equality of its three angles to two right angles is 
implied in the idea of a triangle. . . . Consequently, it is at least 
as certain that God, who is a Being so perfect, is, or exists, as 
any demonstration of geometry can possibly be. (Footnote 2: 
Descartes Selections, pp. 140-141, 33. 


The same general movement of thought characterizes this 
formulation as pervaded that of Anselm. But the terminology 
and the analogy are deserving of special attention. Descartes 
speaks of an idea of a Perfect Being: and here his statement is at 
a disadvantage compared with that of Anselm, since the posi- 
tive idea of perfection is not nearly so clear a concept as the 
negative one of that than which nothing greater can be con- 
ceived. Be that as it may, Descartes avers that the very concept 
of perfection implies existence. When, in other words, I con- 
template the idea of perfection, I consider that existence must 
be one of its attributes; since a being perfect in every way ex- 
cept that it did not exist would be less perfect than one which 
had the added attribute o such existence. This conclusion, 
maintains Descartes, is at least as certain as the conclusion that, 
given the idea of a triangle, the sum of its angles must be equal 
to two rights angles: the development of implications is the 
same in either case. 

Note further that an attempt is made, with dubious success, 
to anticipate and answer the objection that the mere self- 


consistency of an idea is made, in the ontological argument, to 
impose an existential necessity. It is not that my thought m- 
poses any necessity on things, Descartes claims, but rather that 
the necessity of God's existence determines my thought. In 
other words, the mere conception of any given entity does not 
involve the actual existence of the entity as such: but in the case 
of the idea of God, or of an absolutely [[187]] perfect being, the 
situation is altered; for the concept itself cannot be consistently 
thought without implying actual existence. Instead of my 
thought determining the objective necessity of God's existence, 
it is rather this very necessity of existence that determines my 
concept of God. Whether this is an adequate answer to the an- 
ticipated objection is a point that now calls for detailed consid- 
eration. 


Criticism of the Argument 
The Principle Objection 


The objection stated.---The most important charge against 
the ontological argument is that it is a simple case of the fallacy 
of petitio principii or begging the question, for it possesses co- 
gency only by assuming as a premise that very passage, from 
conceptual to actual existence, which it is the point of the a- 
gument to prove. If I take it as given that an adequate idea of 
God involves as such the absolute necessity of God's objective 
existence, then I certainly can conclude that the concept of God 
does imply the actual necessity of his existence; for I have 
merely stated a redundancy. But the fact is that it is just such a 
movement from thought to reality that the argument should s- 
tablish: to assume the desired conclusion as an essential prem- 
ise is wholly arbitrary and gratuitous. 


Gaunilon's criticism.---The above criticism was stated, for 
substance, by the monk Gaunilon during Anselm's own life- 
time. Thus Gaunilon urged that if the argument were a valid 
movement of thought, it would involve peculiar and wholly 1- 
diculous results: if God exists necessarily and objectively, 
merely because He exists in my understanding as that than 
which nothing greater can be conceived, "could it not with 
equal justice be said that I have in my understanding all manner 
of unreal objects, having absolutely no existence in themselves, 
because I understand these things if one speaks of them, what- 
ever they may be?" (Footnote 3: Anselm, op. cit., p. 146) If I 
can argue from my clear concept of God to His actual existence, 
could I not create a whole universe in the same way? Nor is it a 
sufficient answer to say that while such a passage of thought is 
not legitimate in the case of any other concept, it is legitimate in 
the case of the concept of God: for this is just what the argu- 
ment ought to prove and it fails to do so. 

Nor can the ontological argument be urged by observing that 
if such a being did not exist, it would not be that than which 
nothing [[188]] greater can be conceived: for here again I have 
smuggled in the objective existence that I ought to be proving. 
If God does not exist, He is not God: that is true enough. But 
whether He does actually exist is not established by the neces- 
sity that my concept of Him involves the idea of Him as neces- 
sarily existing. Thus unless we can begin our argument from 
some conceded existential base, we might argue with Gaunilon 
when he says: "I even deny or doubt that this being is greater 
than any real object." (Footnote 4: Ibid., p. 150.) IN brief, all 
that the argument proves is a conceptual and not an objective or 
ontological necessity. Though Gaunilon failed to concede the 
point, it ought to be admitted that when I conceive God, I must 
conceive Him as necessarily existing. But only if I have al- 
ready assumed that such a conceptual necessity imposes or im- 


plies actual existence, can I pass to the objective reality of the 
object of my concept. 

Anselm attempted to answer Gaunilon's criticisms by simply 
restating the substance of the original argument. A being than 
which nothing greater can be conceived is by definition a being 
the nonexistence of which is inconceivable. (Footnote 5: Jbid., 
p. 154.) Now one either has this concept or not: if he does not 
have it, then "he does not conceive of the nonexistence of that 
of which he does not conceive." (Footnote 6: [bid., p. 159.) On 
the other hand, "if he does conceive, he certainly conceives of a 
being which cannot be even conceived not to exist." (Footnote 
7: Idem.) 

Now while this analysis does answer the superficial remark 
of Gaunilon that all sorts of unreal things could be proved in 
this way---it being the case that the concept of God does n- 
volve the concept of him as necessarily existing---it fails to an- 
swer the deeper objection that underlies Gaunilon's surface 
point. For while it is true that if I conceive God I must con- 
ceive Him as necessarily existing. This is not an argument but 
a mere analysis. All I have stated is a redundancy: I have said 
that the concept of a being, whose nonexistence is inconceiv- 
able, is the concept of a being, whose nonexistence is incon- 
ceivable, is the concept of a being whose nonexistence is 
inconceivable. Or in brief, I have stated an identity: but the 
statement of the identity proves absolutely nothing about the 
actual existence of the object itself, in this case, God. Only by 
assuming the passage from conceptual to actual existence can I 
prove this same passage. [[189]] And thus the ontological a- 
gument hangs suspended in the mist of nothingness. 

Kant's formulation of the objection.---Kant stated the argu- 
ment so forcefully against the purely a priori form of the onto- 
logical argument that scarcely any modern thinker since his 
time has attempted to vindicate the argument on a priori 
grounds alone. 


It is illegitimate, Kant urged in the first place, to argue from 
an a priori conception, the content of which embraces existence, 
to the actual existence of the thing. (Footnote 8: Critique of 
Pure Reason, pp. 332, 333.) The statement---an absolutely 
necessary being exists---is an identical judgment: i.e., it merely 
asserts that what necessarily exists necessarily does exist. Now 
"if I annihilate the predicate in thought, and retain the subject, a 
contradiction is the result." (Footnote 9: [bid., p. 333.) As when 
I say: that which necessarily exists does not exist necessarily; or 
a gremlin is not a gremlin. "But if I suppress both subject and 
predicate in thought, no contradiction arises: for there is noth- 
ing at all, and therefore no means of forming a contradiction." 
(Footnote 10: Idem.) As when I say: an absolutely necessary 
being does not exist; or gremlins do not exist. 

Now then, Kant asserts, it would be legitimate to argue from 
an a priori concept to the actual existence of its object, only if 
the annihilation of both subject and predicate in thought would 
leave a contradiction. And there is no such contradiction, logi- 
cally speaking, in the proposition that an absolutely necessary 
being does not exist objectively. And if someone objects that 
there are some subjects which cannot be annihilated in thought, 
then Kant answers, rightly I think, that “this is nothing more 
than saying: There exist subjects which are absolutely neces- 
sary---the very hypothesis which you are called upon to estab- 
lish.” (Footnote 11: Jdem.) 

But in the next place, Kant attempts to show that objective 
or actual existence does not enter into the concept of a thing at 
all. The proposition, x exists, is either analytical (i.e., the predi- 
cate is implied in the subject), or synthetical (i.e., the predicate 
is an assertion not deducible from an analysis of the subject). If 
it is analytical, then nothing new is said or asserted beyond 
what the concept of x itself contains and either “the conception 
in your minds is identical with the thing itself [as actually exist- 
ing], or you have supposed the [[190]] existence of a thing to be 


possible and then inferred its existence from its internal possi- 
bility.” (Footnote 12: Ibid., p. 334.) But the conception of a 
thing is obviously not its actual or objective existence as such; 
nor can the actual existence of a thing be identified with its 
mere possibility. In either case, it follows that actual existence 
is not part of the definition of a concept. 

Suppose, then, that the proposition, x exists, is synthetical 
(and Kant would maintain this to be the case): then it cannot be 
said that “the predicate of existence cannot be denied without 
contradiction---a property which is the characteristic of analyti- 
cal propositions, alone.” (Footnote 13: Jdem.) That is, the de- 
nial of the predicate would be self-contradictory only if the 
predicate were already contained in the subject: but a syntheti- 
cal proposition is precisely one in which this is not the case. It 
follows, here also, that actual existence does not enter into the 
definition of a concept. 

It therefore appears that when I say, x actually exists, I am 
not expanding the concept of x, but am merely positing “the ex- 
istence of the subject with all its predicates---I posit the object 
in relation to my conception.” (Footnote 14: [bid., p. 335.) The 
predicate actual existence does not enter into the concept of 
anything precisely because the concept merely includes the 
cogitation of the thing as possible. There is no difference, in 
fact, between the concept of a thing as real and the concept of it 
as possible. To ue Kant’s illustration, a hundred real dollars 
and a hundred possible dollars are conceptually identical. For 
on the supposition that this was not the case, my concept of the 
real dollars would not be an adequate concept of them, if con- 
ceptual and actual existence are different. “I could not affirm 
that the exact object of my conception had real existence.” 
(Footnote 15: bid., p. 336.) For the object would differ from 
my conception of it by actually existing, unless the object hap- 
pened to be just my conception and nothing else---a case not 
applicable to anything that really exists apart from the mind. It 


must therefore be that the real and the possible are conceptually 
identical and that consequently actual existence is not involved 
in the concept of anything whatsoever. 

The sum of the whole matter turns out to be this: since ac- 
tual existence is not included in the concept of anything, we 
cannot derive the actual existence of God from our concept of 
Him. [[191]] 


Attempted Answers 


W. G. T. Shedd attempts to answer this objection by saying: 
“If the idea of a thing implies that it may or may not exist, it 
does not follow from the idea that the thing does exist. But if 
the idea of a thing implies that it must exist, it does not follow 
from the idea that the thing does exist. But if the idea of a thing 
implies that it must exist, it does follow from the idea that the 
thing does exist.” (Footnote 16: Dogmatic Theology, I, pp. 226, 
227.) But this statement does not appear to me to make any 
significant contribution to a defense of the ontological argu- 
ment. The same alternative remains as always: either the 
statement begs the question, or it is a miserable tautology. If I 
assume as a premise that a thing must exist objectively, then it 
must exist thus---yet this is exactly the point that the argument 
should prove. If, on the other hand, I grant that the necessity is 
merely a conceptual one, I never can bridge the gap to objective 
existence without appeal to existential data. But it is just such 
an appeal that the ontological argument professes to transcend. 

A further attempt to eliminate the objection has been formu- 
lated by endeavoring to show that either the ontological argu- 
ment is valid or self-contradictory skepticism results. (Footnote 
17: George Galloway, The Philosophy of Religion, p. 386. 
Stated for purposes of refutation.) The ontological argument 
shows that if we conceive God, we must conceive Him as nec- 


essarily existing. Now “if what we are obliged to think is not 
necessarily real, there is an end to all proof and reasoning.” 
(Footnote 18: Idem.) Hence, skepticism results. 

But this attempt to escape the principle objection against the 
argument is entirely gratuitous. For the ontological argument 
does not prove but assumes that the conceptual existence of 
God involves as such His actual existence. The critic of onto- 
logical reasoning does not urge that the conception of God does 
not involve the concept of His necessary existence, but merely 
that this conceptual existence does not prove God’s actual exis- 
tence. If we conceive a being the nonexistence of which is n- 
conceivable, then we do conceive such a being: and this is not 
denied. That the principle objection results in skepticism would 
be the case only if the objector denied that the concept of an ab- 
solutely necessary being was identical with itself. But this is 
not asserted: it is simply asserted that the concept of itself does 
not involve actual existence. And such a position is neither 
self-contradictory nor skeptical. [[192]] 

Finally, we might point out that the allegation of skepticism 
would be valid if the conclusion of the ontological argument 
were founded on existential premises: if what we must think, 
when we begin with objective existential premises, is not objec- 
tively valid, ten skepticism---the doctrine that knowledge is m- 
possible---truly does result. But it is precisely the point of the 
ontological argument that it does not rest on any such existen- 
tial premises. 

I therefore conclude that the a priori ontological argument is 
invalid, since it is either a pointless tautology or an instance of 
the fallacy of petitio principii (begging the question). 


Reconstruction 


We will, however, make a serious mistake if we bypass the 
argument altogether, since it may be admissible on a posteriori 
and a priori grounds together. It will be recalled that we have 
already embraced an epistemological theory called rational en- 
piricism: namely, that the mind comes to the data of experience 
with certain forms of thought in terms of which it is necessarily 
disposed to understand experience; and when it makes this ap- 
proach, it finds a world constituted by the very categories with 
which it operates and a world which contains other selves, all of 
whom operate with the same rational categories. The question 
arises therefore: how are we to explain this adaptation of 
thought to the world of experience and this universality of the 
categorical structure? Since the categories are, in our experi- 
ence, connected with a rational self, we may infer that their 
presence in the world and in other finite selves is to be similarly 
explained by reference to a Reason from which both finite 
selves and their world of experience are derived. In brief, the 
categorical structure of rationality and existence is grounded in 
the being of an eternal Reason or God. (Footnote 19: Cf. James 
Orr, The Christian View of God and the World, p. 104, for a 
similar argument. Also, Gordon H. Clark, A Christian View of 
Men and Things, p. 318.) 

Such argumentation is indeed founded on an a priori basis in 
part, since it depends for its validity on the structure and opera- 
tion of innate rational categories which characterize the mind 
before experience. But the argument, in this form, is not open 
to the objection of Kant that a passage is illicitly made from 
conceptual to actual existence. Rather the existence of God is 
concluded as an explanation for the possibility of any intelligi- 
ble experience at all. [[193]] Whether any other explanation of 
the intelligibility of the world is possible is a subject that will 
be considered in the sequel: in fact, this formulation is substan- 
tially an aspect of the teleological argument, which will pres- 
ently engage our utmost attention. 


It may therefore be urged that we have so changed the struc- 
ture of the original ontological argument that it is no longer the 
same movement of thought. This we readily admit: yet at the 
same time there is a common ground between both modes of 
thinking: namely, that some a priori basis is necessary in the es- 
tablishment of God’s existence. The mistake of Anselm and 
Descartes was that they sought this a priori element in the 
mind’s idea of God, whereas they ought to have sought it in that 
categorical structure which makes intelligible experience possi- 
ble. [[194]] 


Chapter III 


THE COSMOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: 
THE ARGUMENT FROM THE FACT 
OF PARTICULAR EXISTENCE 


Formulation of the Argument 


Unlike the ontological argument, in its purely a priori form, the 
present argument lays its foundations on an experiential basis. 
It urges that if we admit the fact of any particular existence 
whatsoever---myself, for example---we must logically admit an 
absolutely necessary being. Or as Kant puts it, though he him- 
self opposed the argument: “If something exists, an absolutely 
necessary being exists. Now I, at least, exist. Consequently, 
there exists an absolutely necessary being.” (Footnote 1: Cri- 
tique of Pure Reason, p. 338; for a summary and refutation of 
Kant’s criticism of the cosmological argument, cf. Section B, 
Chapter II, below. >>corrected from “below, Chapter II.’”>> 


Now it will probably not occur to anyone to deny the exis- 
tence of anything at all. But if it does, we can easily prove a- 
ther that he is mistaken, or that his statement is not a refutation 
of the argument, or both. He 1s mistaken because he at least ex- 
ists to effect the denial, which is therefore self-contradictory. 
His statement is not a refutation of the argument because, on 
the supposition of its truth, neither the denial nor the argument 
would exist to refute or be refuted. 

This movement of thought from any particular existence to 
an absolutely necessary existence will become evident if we 
consider the following factors. Any given existing thing is a- 
ther an effect or not, an effect being defined as an existence 
whose character and being are determined by antecedent and 
contemporaneous existences external to itself. Now if such an 
entity is not an effect, its character and being must be deter- 
mined by factors within itself: and thus we conclude [[195]] at 
once an absolutely necessary being, since such a being is pre- 
cisely one whose determinate character is completely self- 
contained. 

But suppose that a given entity is an effect. Its character and 
being must therefore, by definition, be determined by antece- 
dent and contemporaneous existences external to itself: but 
these existences are again either effects or not, and so on. Now 
either the series of such effects and causes is infinite or not. 
But an infinite number of successive causes and effects---or any 
infinite number of actual existents---is rationally inconceivable. 
For no series of particular and determinate entities could ever 
add up to infinite. But if, on the other hand, the series of effects 
is not infinite, it must end in a cause which is self-contained, 
i.e., in an absolutely necessary being, or a being that contains 
within itself the conditions of its determinate character. 

Thus, whether a given entity is an effect or not, we rationally 
conclude the existence of an absolutely necessary being. 


It may be helpful to state the same reasoning in terms of a 
different vocabulary: any given entity is either contingent in its 
existence or not---contingency being defined, not as the absence 
of determinate conditions for existence (no actual entity being 
contingent in this way), but rather as the imposition of such de- 
terminate conditions from some extraneous source. If the entity 
is not contingent, the determinate conditions of its existence are 
self-contained and it is an absolutely necessary being. 

If the entity is contingent, on the other hand, then its exis- 
tence is determined by some extraneous source, which again is 
either contingent or not, and so on. But consider the alterna- 
tives: the series cannot be infinite, since an infinite series of de- 
terminate things is rationally inconceivable; but if it is not 
infinite, then it must be dependent or contingent upon a being 
whose determinate conditions of existence are self-contained 
and who therefore is an absolutely necessary being. Thus, 
whether a given entity is contingent or not, we rationally con- 
clude the existence of an absolutely necessary being. 


The Transition to Theism 


But how, it might be queried, can this argument, to an abso- 
lutely necessary being establish theism? For ought I know, / 
might be the absolutely necessary being, and so might the 
space-time universe, or some part of it. The establishment of 
theism from the cosmological argument---i.e., of theism so far 
as it asserts God’s transcendence of [[196]] the space-time uni- 
verse in a timeless necessity of existence, it being involved in 
the general validity of the argument that the absolutely neces- 
sary being sustains the series of effects or contingents, so that 
this last is taken as established for theism---this establishment 
of theism, I assert, is possible in two ways which embody the 
same reasoning from different points of view: positively, from a 


consideration of what is meant by an absolutely necessary be- 
ing: negatively, from a consideration of proposed claimants to 
absolute necessity of existence. 

The positive argument.---An absolutely necessary being: is 
one whose determinate character is completely self-contained, 
one that has within itself all the conditions of its existence and 
that faces no limitations which are not self-involved. 

Now such a being must transcend the temporal series by rea- 
son of the fact that it must be absolutely changeless and devoid 
of succession, whereas the temporal series is characterized by 
just such marks of change and succession, for suppose the abso- 
lutely necessary being to be changeable and therefore subject to 
temporal succession. Such change would proceed either from 
within its own nature or from some extraneous cause. In the 
latter case, such a being would not be the absolutely necessary 
being, which, by definition, stands in no necessary relation that 
is not self-involved. 

The alleged change must therefore proceed from the nature 
of the absolute being itself: but this is impossible, for such a 
change either springs from a determinate condition that is itself 
changeless and eternal, for from a determinate condition that 
has originated. But in the last case we have merely explained 
one change by another and hence shifted the problem without 
solving it. In the former case, a determinate condition that is 
itself changeless and eternal must have produced its necessary 
effect changelessly and eternally---in which case no change is 
involved at all. 

Consequently, since change can, in the absolutely necessary 
being, be produced neither from an extraneous cause nor from a 
self-involved cause, the absolutely necessary being must be 
changeless and hence not subject to temporal succession. 

But suppose, it may be objected, that the absolutely neces- 
sary being is changeless in his essential nature, but that he does 
experience a succession of moments in time: if this were possi- 


ble, then we could not say that the absolutely necessary being 
transcends the temporal series and we would still fall short of 
theism. Now consider this proposed possibility. 

If such a being is subject to succession of temporal nv- 
ments, this succession of moments, this succession of moments 
must either be a self-involved subjection of one that arises from 
some extraneous cause. But in the latter case, as we indicated 
above, such a being is not an absolutely necessary being. In the 
former case, this self-involved subjection to time must spring 
either from a changeless or a changeable determinate condition 
in the absolute being. In the last instance---that the determinate 
condition is changeable---we contradict the original hypothesis 
that the absolutely necessary being is changeless in its essential 
nature, since any determinate condition in such a being must be 
part of its essential nature. 

In the first instance---that the determinate condition from 
which subjection to time springs is changeless---the subjection 
itself would be eternal. Now this would mean that the eternity 
of the absolutely necessary being would consist in an infinite 
series of successive moments: and we have already shown that 
such an infinite series is rationally inconceivable. Furthermore, 
if the determinate condition from which subjection to time 
springs is changeless, then self-contradiction results: for the 
condition, being itself a part of the nature of the absolutely nec- 
essary being, would itself be subject to time and would there- 
fore change by passing through a succession of moments. This 
would yield then the curious result that the alleged changeless 
condition is a changeable and changing condition---which is 
self-contradictory. 

It therefore follows that since an absolutely necessary being 
cannot be subject to temporal succession either from a self- 
involved or extraneous cause, such a being must completely 
transcend the temporal series. 


What follows from this proof of such transcension? The 
world to be explained by positing the absolutely necessary be- 
ing is itself either subject to the temporal series or not. If not, 
then it is not the world of our experience: for this last world is 
essentially characterized by temporal succession of effects, and 
it would thus result that this actual world of experience is left 
unexplained by the argument to an absolute being. If the world 
to be explained is subject to temporal succession, it follows that 
the world---which might then be that of our experience---is not 
the absolutely necessary being. [[198]] 

But might some part of the world be the absolute being for 
which we seek? Apparently and obviously not: for to be a part 
of the world-whole, such a being would be necessarily subject 
to that very temporality of succession which characterizes the 
world itself; else we would be making the self-contradictory as- 
sertion that some part of the world is not a part of the world. 

Consequently, it follows from a positive consideration of 
what is meant by an absolutely necessary being that such a be- 
ing transcends the temporal world and is thus identical in this 
respect with the God of the highest theism. Incidentally, a simi- 
lar analysis can be made in terms of the concept of space, but 
because the analysis proceeds <<’’,” deleted>> almost point for 
point like that from the concept of time, it is here omitted. 

The negative argument.---If anything less than a transcen- 
dent being were the absolutely necessary existence, it would 
have to be one of the following (proceeding from subjective to 
objective): (1) myself, or some other self which exists in the 
world; (2) some other part of the space-time universe; (3) the 
space-time universe as a whole. 

Could an existing self in the world be the absolutely neces- 
sary being? I hardly think that such a position can be seriously 
maintained in the final analysis. My very existence is contin- 
gent upon its relation to the whole causal nexus of reality: I 
have not always existed, and my present existence depends 


upon the conspiration of an indefinite number of external ce- 
terminate conditions which sustain my being; consequently, I 
am not the absolutely necessary being, since my existence, be- 
ing thus contingent is ipso facto not absolutely necessary. 

But suppose an objector urges solipsism---the doctrine that 
for each self the world is within his mind---and maintains that 
the whole world of his experience is the concretion of his own 
mind, so that he is the absolutely necessary being. While I 
think that this contention is not likely to be urged by a man in 
his right mind, it is nevertheless easy to show that the conten- 
tion itself proves our original point, namely, that the absolutely 
necessary being transcends the world of experience. 

For either the world that I thus create is distinct from my 
very self or not. If it is not distinct from my very self (e.g., as 
an idea is distinct from the mind that thinks it), then either its 
separate ex- [[199]] istence is illusory or mine is. Now if my 
separate existence is ilusory, not only is the original solipsism 
contravened, but the world of experience is itself asserted to be 
the absolutely necessary being, since there is nothing else in ex- 
istence---but this contention has already been refuted and will 
subsequently be subjected to further refutation. Suppose then 
that the world’s separate existence is illusory and that I am the 
world of experience: the result is the same, since it is still a- 
serted that the world of experience: the result is the same, since 
it is still asserted that the world of experience is the absolutely 
necessary being. 

If, on the other hand, the world that I create is distinct from 
my very self, it follows at once that the absolutely necessary be- 
ing is distinct from the world of experience, for the very reason 
that I am this being and I am distinct from it. Thus even the 
solipsist must conclude that the absolutely necessary being 
transcends the world of experience, and this on any line of ar- 
gument he may select. 


Furthermore, this self of mine which I as a solipsist posit to 
be the absolutely necessary being is subject to temporal succes- 
sion, or at least to the illusion of it. But we have already shown 
in detail that the absolutely necessary being cannot be thus sub- 
ject to succession, whether actually or by illusion. On this 
ground also, the self of a given individual cannot be the abso- 
lute being which thought necessarily concludes. 

Of course, solipsism is itself untenable, in any case. For a 
world that I create is not really the actual world of experience, 
since this actual world appears, at least, to have objective and 
independent existence. If it be said that this appearance is an 
illusion, then the solipsist faces the hopeless problem of ac- 
counting for the origin of such an illusion in a world that he as- 
serts to be his own creation by an act of will. Fro either the 
illusion springs directly from his will---in which case it ought to 
be no illusion at all, or it springs from another illusion and so 
on until it reaches a course in such an act of will. The only al- 
ternative is an infinite series of illusions which no ultimate e- 
planation: and this series---here as elsewhere---is inconceivable. 
And is there not something grange in the notion that when a 
solipsist passes through the gates of death, he not only suc- 
cumbs to the very effects which his own will imposed but 
leaves the rest of us, who do not really exist, to bemoan his de- 
parture. And thus all reality vanishes in the oblivion of non- 
existence! [[200]] 

I therefore conclude that on any line of argument whatever 
the self is not the absolutely necessary being. 

Could the absolutely necessary being be some other part of 
the space-time universe? Obviously not. For a part of the 
space-time universe is, by definition, a thing or event to which 
the whole universe sustains an active and reciprocal causal rela- 
tion; i.e., such a part is contingently related to the whole. But a 
being that is thus contingently related is by that very fact not 
the absolute being which we are seeking. To say that a thing is 


part of the universe is to say that it belongs to the temporal se- 
ries and that it is therefore an event determined by its place in 
the series and not an existence determined from itself. To 
maintain therefore that some part of the universe is the absolute 
being which thought necessarily posits is self-contradictory, 
since it is the same thing as saying that some part of the uni- 
verse is not a part of the universe. 

Could the space-time universe itself be the absolutely neces- 
sary being? Again, obviously not. For the space-time universe 
is, by admission, a temporal series (from one point of view, or a 
series of contemporaneous interdependent entities (from an d- 
ternate point of view). Now either this series is finite in extent 
and thus depends for its existence upon a being that transcends 
the series itself, or the series is infinite. But an infinite series of 
actual existents, as we have mentioned so often, is logically ab- 
surd. And therefore the space-time universe does depend for its 
existence on atranscendent being that exists necessarily---and 
this is the point we set out to establish. 

But suppose someone queries: how can you assert that be- 
cause the parts of a series are contingent, therefore the whole 
series is contingent? Not only is this objection already an- 
swered by implication, but it is considered and answered in 
great detail in Section B, Chapter IV. Suffice it so say that even 
if this were a valid objection---which I demonstrate subse- 
quently that it is not---a formulation of the cosmological argu- 
ment is possible without this movement of thought. 

John Wild formulates the argument in his J/ntroduction to 
Realistic Philosophy. The following preliminary definitions are 
offered: (1) composite---anything consisting of intrinsic and 
distinct parts; (2) contingent---anything the existence of which 
is merely possible with respect to itself; (3) simple---that which 
lacks all composition; (4) necessary---that which is unable not 
to be. (Footnote 2: John Wild, Introduction to Realistic Phi- 
losophy, p. 360.) [[201]] 


The argument then runs as follows: whatever is composite is 
contingent; this follows from the fact that in any composite be- 
ing, say one made up of parts x and y, x accounts for the x-ness 
of the thing, and y for the y-ness, but the togetherness of the two 
does not explain itself, since the union might be dissolved if it 
is really made up of parts. But in the next place, whatever is 
contingent must have an ultimate cause which is necessary: this 
follows from the fact that a contingent being is externally 
caused and from the fact that a contingent being is externally 
caused and from the fact that an infinite series of contingencies 
is absurd. Now the world of nature is composite, any supposi- 
tion to the contrary being utterly devoid of experiential basis 
and therefore untenable. It follows that the world is contingent 
and therefore has an absolutely necessary cause that transcends 
it. (Footnote 3: [bid., pp. 360, 361.) 

That the world is not a self-sufficient existence receives 
striking scientific confirmation from the second law of thermo- 
dynamics, according to which the quantity of available energy 
in the world is constantly diminishing: “Because there is con- 
stant diffusion, and because there is no addition to the total en- 
ergy, we must contemplate a final condition of absolute 
stagnation.” (Footnote 4: D. E. Trueblood, The Logic of Belief, 
p. 154.) What does this concept imply about the world? It im- 
plies either that the original quantity of energy was infinite, or 
that the world in process had a beginning: since the first is logi- 
cally ridiculous, the latter must be affirmed. 

But more significantly, if the second law of thermo- 
dynamics is valid, then the space-time universe is not self- 
explanatory and therefore not the self-existent and absolutely 
necessary being: “the universe as we know it, by the aid of 
modern science, could not have originated without the action of 
a creative Source of energy outside itself. . . . But a creative 
Source of energy outside the natural order is God.” (Footnote 5: 
Ibid., p. 159.) Of course, the law itself may be invalid: but no 


matter, for the case rests, as we have already indicated, on logi- 
cal considerations which are valid independently of this or any 
other inductive scientific law. 

Conclusion.---It therefore follows that the argument for an 
absolutely necessary being establishes a theism which asserts 
God to transcend the space-time universe in a timeless necessity 
of existence. 


Historical Exponents of the Cosmological Argument 


Since our development has proceeded rather largely without 
refer- [[202]] ence to proponents of the cosmological argument 
in the history of philosophy, a brief notice should be made of 
the historical prominence of this movement of thought. In a- 
cient times, the essential structure of the argument was pro- 
pounded by both Plato (Footnote 6: Laws, X, 896.) and 
Aristotle, (Footnote 7: Metaphysics, 994; 1071b-1072b; Phys- 
ics, 259a.) although it is certainly doubtful that either of these 
thinkers was consistent, either in the formulation of the argu- 
ment itself or in the maintenance of its validity within the struc- 
ture of his over-all world view. 

In medieval times, the argument was championed by a 
whole succession of Christian philosophers: most notably by 
Anselm, (Footnote 8: Anselm, op. cit., pp. 37-45.) whose for- 
mulation was Platonically oriented and depends upon the Pla- 
tonic theory of ideas for its validity; and by Thomas Aquinas, 
(Footnote 9: whose formulation was basically Aristotelian and 
whose philosophy is the official norm for contemporary Roman 
Catholic thinkers. 

Even the principal proponents of the theoretical basis of the 
cosmological argument in modern times, are too numerous to 
mention: but Berkeley, (Footnote 10: Principles of Human 
Knowledge, sections XXVI f., CXLVI f.) Descartes, (Footnote 


11: Descartes Selections, pp. 118, 124.) and Spinoza (Footnote 
12: Ethics, p. 9.) have all propounded the argument, each in his 
own particular version and from the standpoint of differing 
metaphysical points of view. As previously mentioned, the ar- 
gument is likewise defended by modern Catholic thinkers, ref- 
erences to whose works may be found in the Bibliography. 

On the whole, the cosmological argument has probably, un- 
til the twentieth century at least, enjoyed a preponderance of 
popularity over all other types of theistic argumentation. Since 
the rise of modern evolutionary naturalism <<corrected from 
“nautralism>>, however, it has been the argument next to be 
considered that has played the dominant role. 


Cogency of the Argument: Conclusion 


Upon what structure does the cosmological argument rest 
for its cogency? In the first place, it rests upon that very a pri- 
ori structure of rationality with which the mind approaches ex- 
perience and without which intelligible experience itself does 
not exist. While the whole categorical structure is basic to the 
cosmological argument, the principal categories involved in the 
basis of the argument are the following: (1) causality, according 
to which every reality exists [[203]] only through the presence 
of determinate conditions; (2) existence, according to which 
real entities are asserted; (3) unity, which is posited of the abso- 
lutely necessary being; (4) plurality, which is the characteristic 
of contingent being; (5) necessity-contingence, according to 
which a given reality is cogitated as infinite or finite. 

In the second place, the argument has likewise an a posteri- 
ori or existential premise: for its reasons to the existence of an 
absolutely necessary being from the granted reality of some 
particular entity of experience. 


In the third place, the basic movement of thought in the ar- 
gument may be asserted without raising questions about the 
precise nature of the particular existence granted, although, as 
we have seen, some analysis of this kind is involved when the 
transition to theism is made. 

The sum of the whole matter is this: that rationality and e- 
perience have together established the existence of an abso- 
lutely infinite being that transcends the world of experience and 
is its only sufficient explanation. And if such a being were not 
God, we should all be atheists! [[204]] 


Chapter IV 


THE TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT: 
THE ARGUMENT FROM 
THE NATURE OF TOTAL EXISTENCE 


General Nature of the Argument 


Having established the existence of an absolutely necessary and 
transcendent being as the only sufficient ground of the total 
space-time universe, we then take up inquiry as to what the de- 
tailed character, of the universe as a whole and of our own exis- 
tence in particular, might reveal to us concerning the nature of 
such an absolute being. 

It is precisely to this questions that the structure of the teleo- 
logical argument (Footnote 1: Called teleological because it at- 
tempts to show that the universe evinces the progressive 
realization of ends or purposes. Greek: telos, meaning end, 
purpose, goal.) proffers an answer: for it urges, as mentioned 
previously, that the world embodies such adaptation of means 


to ends and such transcension of the possibilities inherent in 
matter, that it becomes necessary to explain the nature of the 
absolutely necessary being as a personal intelligent will, charac- 
terized by absolute goodness and by an eternal purpose which 
the universe is progressively objectifying. The overwhelming 
force of these considerations will become more apparent when 
the phases of the argument are studied below in detail. 

Now it is to be granted at once that the argument assumes 
that thought may rationally infer something about the cause of 
an entity from a consideration of its effect---something, too, 
which exceeds the bare assertion that the cause exists, though 
that in itself is by no means insignificant. Thus, for example, I 
look at my flute on the shelf yonder: it consists of a long metal 
tube possessing various apertures, two of which are open and 
the rest either open or closed de- [[205]] pending on the up or 
down position of the keys with which they are in juxtaposition. 
Now when I blow on the opening in the side of the tube and 
move my fingers over the keys---as I should be doing more of- 
ten, were I not writing this book---music, or if you like, a suc- 
cession of sounds, results. 

What, now, may I infer about the cause of the flute? It 
seems to me that since the flute is of such intricate mechanical 
structure and since it is so obviously adapted or suited to the 
production of various sounds, I may infer that a part of the 
cause of the flute was an intelligent will that had some previ- 
sion of the effect it was to produce and of the end to which it 
should be adapted: for intelligence is characterized by just such 
adaptation of means to ends. 

But, you urge, the only real reason that you believe the flute 
to have been made by an intelligent will is that you know that 
flutes are made by men, or that you have seen them in process 
of being made, or etc. On the contrary, while I have been play- 
ing the flute for a period that approaches twenty years, I have 
never seen a flute being made by an intelligent agent; nor did it 


ever occur to the man who sold me the flute, and has since kept 
it in operation, to tell me that the flute was thus made. In fact, I 
think I have never heard anyone on any occasion make such a 
statement as: flutes are made by intelligent agents. 

How, indeed, could I know that flutes are thus made? Pre- 
sumably the following alternatives exhaust the possibilities: (1) 
I either made the flute myself or I saw it being made by some 
other intelligent agent; (2) this knowledge is innate; (3) I re- 
ceived this knowledge from some other intelligent agent by way 
of testimony; (4) I infer this knowledge from the conspiration 
of the various parts of the flute to produce a given result. 

Now consider these possibilities: (1) I did not make the 
flute, nor did I see it being made by another. And if I had seen 
some other flute being thus made, the analogy would not show 
that this flute was thus made except on grounds that would de- 
stroy the objection to my inference of intelligent will. (Footnote 
2: This point is elaborated at great length in Section B, Chapter 
IV, of this part.) (2) My knowledge that this flute was made by 
an intelligent will is not innate, the hypothesis of innate ideas 
having been already discredited. (Footnote 3: Part I, Chapter 
III.) (3) I never received this knowledge from testimony: and if 
I had, this would not serve to convince me unless a careful scru- 
tiny of the flute itself led me to [[206]] the same conclusion. 
(4) It must therefore be that the reason I know this flute to have 
been produced by an intelligent will is this: that the conspira- 
tion of its intricate structure to produce a certain result is expli- 
cable only in terms of a force which adapted means to a 
previsioned end or ends. And intelligence is exactly this proc- 
ess of adaptation. I note in passing that this is exactly the kind 
of adaptation that, as we shall see, nature herself everywhere 
evinces. 

But what else might I infer from the flute about its cause? 
The flute is impressed with apertures and decked with keys; 
further, it is made of a silver alloy. May I therefore infer that 


the intelligent will who made the flute & full of holes, covered 
with keys, and made of silver alloy? Obviously not, but the 
question is, why not? After all, these aspects of the flute require 
explanation in causal terms too. 

The answer to this question is as follows: we take the matter 
of the flute for granted as means which the workman adapted to 
produce his anticipated end. It is not the substance of the flute 
that leads us to infer intelligent will as its explanation, but 
rather the arrangement of the substance to produce a certain 1e- 
sult. We therefore impute to this aspect of the cause only that 
capacity which is required to explain the otherwise problematic 
effect: the capacity, that is, of intelligent will. 

On the other hand, the flute could not exist apart from its 
matter: if there were no material elements that could be adapted 
to produce the complex structure of a flute, the intelligent will 
that we postulate could not have made such an instrument. 
Where then did the matter of the flute originate? The following 
alternatives seem possible: (1) The matter always existed, either 
in this form or some other (i.e., as silver, for example, or as 
some more basic elements from which silver itself is consti- 
tuted), and in such a way as to have been adapted eternally to 
the production of such ends as the making of a flute. (2) The 
intelligent will that adapted the materials to its end created the 
materials with such potentialities. (3) The materials were thus 
brought into being by some other intelligent will and formed an 
environment for the particular intelligence that produced the 
flute. 

Consider these possibilities. (1) That the matter always ex- 
isted with such a potentiality is untenable on two counts: first, 
because the cosmological argument has already shown us that 
no part of the world, nor even the whole of it, is self- 
explanatory but depends for [[207]] its existence on an abso- 
lutely necessary and transcendent being; second, because the 
existence of materials that can be adapted to intelligent ends, 


itself requires explanation in terms of intelligent will, just as the 
flute itself does. (2) The matter of the flute must therefore have 
been produced by an intelligent will: yet not any particular fi- 
nite intelligence, as we have already demonstrated in the cos- 
mological argument by showing that no particular finite self 
could be the absolutely necessary being. 

(3) Consequently, the matter of the flute---or of anything 
else---admits of ultimate explanation only in terms of an abso- 
lutely necessary being essentially characterized by intelligent 
will: absolutely necessary to account for the sheer existence of 
contingent materials, intelligent will to account for the potential 
of matter for adaptation to previsioned ends. 

But a still deeper note may be struck just at this point: for 
whence the existence of the particular intelligent will that made 
the flute from materials in its environment? Is not the fact that 
such an intelligence stands related to an environment which can 
be manipulated for the realization of ends, itself a case of previ- 
sioned adaptation of means to yield certain results? The envi- 
ronment and the intelligence act as if they had been themselves 
associated by intelligent will? Thus the flute, its intelligent 
maker, and its matter, all require final explanation in terms of 
an absolute intelligence that is distinct from the space-time uni- 
verse. 

It therefore appears that form the existence of the flute, 
thought has ultimately arrived at the existence of such an abso- 
lute intelligence. But note carefully that the argument main- 
tains nothing so ridiculous as that every characteristic of the 
flute must be contained either eminently or virtually in this ad- 
solute and intelligent cause---as if God had a perfect hole in His 
head (or even a head, for that matter) simply because the flute 
has an opening near its top extremity. What is maintained is 
that God has such characteristics as are required to explain (1) 
the contingency of the flute’s substance; (2) the adaptation of 
its matter to ends visualized by intelligence; and (3) the adapta- 


tion of particular finite intelligences themselves to the realiza- 
tion of previsioned ends in a material environment. 

It appears at once from our prolonged illustration that the 
teleological argument is ultimately dependent upon the basic 
movement of thought contained in the cosmological: for the ar- 
gument moves [[208]] on the assumption that for any given en- 
tity or group of entities it is reasonable to suppose a sufficient 
explanation. This supposition lies at the very base of the cos- 
mological argument and springs ultimately, as we have shown 
(Part I), from the structure of rationality itself. 


Formulation of the Argument: 
Macrocosmic Point of View 


Introduction 


If now the attribution of intelligent will to the absolutely 
necessary being is rationally demanded by the consideration of 
an object of human contrivance like a flute, what will be our te- 
action if we find that the whole world of nature itself is replete 
with particular instances of the adaptation of means to ends, and 
that, more importantly, the movement of the cosmic process t- 
self likewise evinces this characteristic and unique mark of n- 
telligence? Yet, when we subject nature to a detailed analysis, 
this universal presence of adaptedness is precisely what we dis- 
cover. 

Stated in progressive order, the general areas of nature, in 
which adaptation is conspicuously present, are the following: 
(Footnote 4: I acknowledge a conscious dependence here on the 
work of F. R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology, U, p. 81f. But 
my detailed analysis differs markedly from that of Tennant and 
attempts to transcend the purely empirical and hypothetical 


status within which he tragically constricts the theistic explana- 
tion.) (1) The fitness of the inorganic, material world to be an 
environment for both the production and maintenance of or- 
ganic life. (2) The internal adaptedness of organic beings, both 
in the structure of their specialized functions and in their gen- 
eral orientation for self-maintenance or subservience to some 
other form of organic life. (3) The intelligibility of the world 
and its instrumentality in the realization of humanly previsioned 
ends. (4) The temporal progressiveness of the cosmic process 
through levels of matter, life, and mind, in an order of increas- 
ing valuational significance. 

A word of explanation about this last point: while this 
statement appears to imply my belief in both cosmic and bio- 
logical evolution, such an inference should not be made. The 
point of emphasis is on the fact that regardless of the proximate 
mode through which these levels appeared---whether evolution 
or direct creation---they did appear in the order suggested. The 
determination of this exact mode of production, while it may be 
significant, appears to me to be of [[209]] no apologetic signifi- 
cance whatever, so far as our present argument is concerned. 


Analysis of the Areas of Adaptation 


(1) The Fitness of the Inorganic in the Production and Mainte- 
nance of Life 


The argument stated.---Regardless of the proximate mode 
whereby organisms were produced, it is universally conceded 
that the inorganic realm temporally preceded the organic and 
was the environment for the latter’s appearance and sustenance. 

But a vast complex of inorganic conditions, uncalculated in 
their precise extent, is essential to make the appearance and 


continued existence of life possible. In the case of the existence 
of life on the earth as now constituted, there would be included 
in such conditions “the size of the earth, the distance from the 
sun, the temperature and the life giving rays of the sun, the 
thickness of the earth’s crust, the quantity of water, the amount 
of carbon dioxide, the volume of nitrogen. . . .” (Footnote 5: A. 
Cressy Morrison, Man Does Not Stand Alone, pp. 99-100. 
Numerous attempts have been made to detail these conditions; 
beside Morrison, see also P. Lecomte du Nouy, Human Des- 
tiny. ) 

Nor is the situation appreciably altered by the assertion that 
had the inorganic conditions been different, other forms of life 
than the present ones, consonant with such conditions, would 
have appeared: for the existence of any forms of life would still 
depend on a complex multiplicity of conditions continuously 
maintained through long temporal periods. (Footnote 6: 
Tennant, op. cit., Il, p. 87.) 

Now then, such a required complex of inorganic conditions 
is SO intricately and essentially related to organic life that “there 
would seem to be a development of this fitness for life, involv- 
ing convergence of innumerable events toward a result, as if 
that result were an end to which the inorganic processes were 
means.” (Footnote 7: Ibid., p. 86, italics mine.) But such adap- 
tation of a multiplicity of means in the production of an end is 
precisely the mark of intelligence or mind. Now surely it will 
not be argued that molecules and atoms possess the required in- 
telligence and that they conspired of themselves to produce or- 
ganic life: yet it is these material constituents that are more 
ultimate in the universe. If therefore the very structure of mat- 
ter, and its complex ar- [[210]] rangement in the space-time 
universe so as to be a fit environment of organic life, should re- 
quire explanation in terms of intelligence, then that intelligence 
or mind must have an existence that transcends matter and its 
resultants: it must be, in other words, a transcendent mind that 


so oriented matter and its arrangements in the first place, that 
organic life might appear. (Footnote 8: The possibility that 
there might be a plurality of such intelligent wills is considered 
and refuted in Section B, Chapter IT.) 

The possibility of chance.---While intelligent will is a possi- 
ble hypothesis for the explication of the complex interrelated- 
ness of the organic and inorganic realms, is not the hypothesis 
of chance at least mathematically possible? In a game of dice, 
for example, the chance that I will throw double fours is only 
one to thirty-five. But now it is still possible to throw double 
fours even on the first try. And as a matter of fact, the chance 
against any particular throw at all is thirty-five to one. Even if 
the universe is unique, it might have resulted from a single 
throw. (Footnote 9: Cf. Tennant, op. cit., Il, p. 88.) And as a 
matter of fact, the universe is constantly “throwing its dice”: by 
the law of averages, the complex of conditions required for or- 
ganic life could therefore have occurred by chance concatena- 
tion. And in any case, as with the dice so here: any 
arrangement of the elements of the world would be altogether 
as improbably as any other. 

This objection is fully considered and refuted in Section B, 
Chapter IV. But a brief summary of the answer is here in order 
because of its essential relation to our whole movement of 
thought. In the first place, before we even approach the objec- 
tion itself, it is well to point out that the ultimacy of matter in 
motion has already been refuted in the cosmological argument, 
since such an ultimacy involves self-contradiction. In the pre- 
sent context it would involve such difficulties as the following: 

If matter in motion is an ultimate explanation of reality, why 
have not organisms always existed? For at any given point of 
time the series would already have run through all possible con- 
figurations and thus all possible results would already have 
transpired. Yet it is conceded on all hands that organisms are 
not eternal. If the objector falls back on the thesis that the 


emergence of life has occurred repeatedly in past eternity---if, 
in brief, he falls back o the doctrine of the alternation of worlds 
or cycles of existence---he has not escaped the difficulty at all 
but merely moved it to a different level. For the series of cycles 
must then be infinite: and then the cycle we are now [[211]] in 
must already have transpired or else it must have existed from 
eternity. The former is manifestly ridiculous, and the latter con- 
tradicts the original hypothesis of cycles. 

But to consider the hypothesis of chance on its own merits--- 
and shall we first consider the dice, then the universe. While it 
is true that the chance of any given throw is one in thirty-six, it 
is also true that only thirty-six possible combinations exist: only 
that can be thrown with the dice that is already involved in their 
constituent make-up. It is further the case that in a series of 
throws every successive throw eliminates an increasingly large 
number of other possible orders in which the throws might have 
been executed. And it is finally the case that the only signifi- 
cant and “valuable” results of a series of throws are those which 
intelligence previsioned in setting the conditions of the game 
itself (e.g., winning the game, or spending an hour relaxing). 

Now apply the analogy to the emergence of the organic in an 
inorganic environment. Assuming for the sake of argument that 
life is completely explicable in terms of material constituents 
alone---an assumption difficult enough in itself, since life is 
certainly more than a series of material elements in motion; a- 
suming this, only such effects can result from the motion of ma- 
terial elements as are already involved in the constituent make- 
up of the elements themselves as possibilities. Consequently, if 
organisms <<corrected from “organsims”’>> do appear, as n- 
deed they have, it is as if the original elements had themselves 
been adapted to the possibility of this production. 

Will anyone argue that any conceivable constitution of mm- 
terial elements will inevitably produce life? I can myself imag- 
ine a universe in which this is not so: a universe, for example, 


of two perfectly homogeneous masses of spherical shape, e- 
dowed with gravitational attraction and devoid of initial veloc- 
ity. The motion of such a universe will always be the same. It 
therefore appears to be false that any conceivable arrangement 
of material elements necessarily contains the possibility of a- 
ganisms. If therefore such a possibility exists, it must be as a 
result of such an arrangement and constitution of the elements 
themselves as is only reasonably explicable in terms of an intel- 
ligent selection from among an indefinite number of other ma- 
terial constitutions and arrangements in which this possibility 
would not be contained. (Footnote 10: Cf. W. E. Hocking, 
Types of Philosophy, pp. 107-114, for a similar argument.) 
[[212]] 

But just as a game of dice does not consist in a single throw, 
so the production and maintenance of organic life in the uni- 
verse is not the result of a single eruption of mindless matter: a 
game of dice consists in a succession of throws, and the uni- 
verse consists in a succession of motions, on the naturalistic 
hypothesis. Now just as each throw of dice in succession 
eliminates an increasingly large number of other possible suc- 
cessions consonant with the make-up of the dice, so each mo- 
tion of the elements does the same. Suppose then that by 
chance the possibility of organisms was contained in the origi- 
nal constitution of the elements without the activity of a previ- 
sioning <<corrected from “pervisioning’>> intelligence, and 
suppose that organisms had been struck out at some fortuitous 
juncture: what is the possibility, in terms of pure chance, that 
the motion of the elements will sustain organic life through an 
indefinitely extended succession of subsequent motions? With 
each successive motion that sustains organic life, the hypothesis 
of its motion being explicable in terms of pure chance dimin- 
ishes until we can say that it is almost infinitely improbable that 
the production and maintenance of organic beings is explicable 
in terms of pure chance. 


Now someone will object that the destruction of life likewise 
becomes almost infinitely improbable: or flatly, that any ar- 
rangement of elements in a complex universe is almost infi- 
nitely improbable from the standpoint of chance. But this is 
precisely the point to emphasize: namely, that any explanation 
whatever of the elements of the world, in terms of pure chance, 
is almost infinitely improbable and is therefore not an explana- 
tion that ought to be accepted by a rational mind! 

But horrors! We have forgotten the dice! After all, chance 
does explain a game of dice, doesn’t it? Yet the answer is 
plainly that chance does not explain a game of dice, for the only 
significant results emerging from such a game are those previ- 
sioned by intelligence in setting the conditions of the game i- 
self. All the possibilities of the dice---so far as the game is 
concerned---originated in a conscious adaptation of means to an 
end; namely, in this case, the amusement of the mind (or the 
advancement of one’s bank account, or what have you) which 
results from an ignorance of the exact causal factors that pro- 
duce a given combination of <<corrected from “on”>> the dice. 
Furthermore, the throwing of dice is not even a game unless the 
ends to be realized are pre- [[213]] scribed in advance and made 
possible by the conditions of the operations involved. 

We therefore conclude that any chance explanation of the 
universe, and in particular of the complex interrelation between 
inorganic and organic existence, is almost infinitely improbable 
as an explanation. When we add to this the self-contradictory 
character of an assumed infinite series of motions, the improb- 
ability of a chance explanation becomes absolute. Conse- 
quently, we may affirm that a chance explanation of the fitness 
of the inorganic in the production and maintenance of life is ab- 
solutely improbable and that therefore such fitness is explicable 
only in terms of a transcendent intelligent will that endowed 
material elements with the necessary potentialities for their 
essential function in connection with the existence of the whole 


sential function in connection with the existence of the whole 
organic realm. 


(2) The Internal Adaptedness of Organic Beings 


The argument stated.---When attention is shifted from the 
general relation between inorganic and organic realms to a con- 
sideration of the latter sphere itself, a whole further range of ad- 
aptations appears. In general, adaptations within the organic 
realm are of two major types: 

(a) Adaptation of the structure of the various organs to sub- 
serve a given end: 1.e., that of the eye to seeing, or of the car to 
hearing. Just as the existence of life at all required the conspi- 
ration of a complex multiplicity of conditions, so with the struc- 
ture of such specialized parts of a given organism: the structure 
of the part is so intricate and its functioning reciprocally with 
the rest of the organism so complicated that we can scarcely 
avoid the conclusion that the eye, for example, is constructed as 
if for the purpose of seeing. But of course, the construction of a 
thing to fulfill a purpose that is still future can only be the work 
of mind, or previsioning intelligence. 

(b) Adaptation of the whole functioning of the organism to 
subserve either its own continued self-maintenance, or the 
benefit of some other organic being in its environment. A. E. 
Taylor expands this point at great length: 


[indent] The way in which a [biological] process shall take 
place appears to be determined not simply by reference to the 
earlier stages of natural process of which it is the continuation, 
but even more by reference to the later and still future results 
which are [[214]] to come out of the present. . . . The healthy 
organism in normal conditions continues the process by re- 
sponding to the present situation with just that continuation 


which is valuable as preserving the individual organism or mak- 
ing for the continuance of the species. (Footnote 11: Does God 
Exist?, pp. 46, 47.) 


Such adaptations may be: (i) to the needs of the immediate 
future, as when a membrane on a given organism pushes oxy- 
gen inward, without regard to the purely mechanical laws of 
diffusion, wherever there is need for an extra supply of oxygen; 
(Footnote 12: Ibid., pp. 47, 48.) (41) to the needs of the remote 
future, as when insects deposit eggs on “a particular kind of leaf 
which will supply suitable nourishment for the coming genera- 
tion of grubs, though the insects themselves will die from the 
eggs are hatched.” (Footnote 13: [bid., p. 48.) 

All nature is replete with just such prospective adaptation of 
the action of organisms to future needs: “Animal life seems to 
disclose intelligence everywhere adapting the present to the 
needs of the still unborn future, though, except in man, the di- 
recting intelligence does not appear to be embodied in the indi- 
vidual animal organism.” (Footnote 14: /bid., pp. 54, 55.) 

Here again, the crucial point is that the adaptation of present 
action to future ends or needs is a function of intelligent will. 
Surely the membrane does not deliberately determine its own 
action with a view to organic needs, nor does the insect previ- 
sion its progeny in depositing its eggs where it does as a man 
might set up a trust fund for his unborn child. Yet such actions 
do display just such deliberate determination. Thus the suppo- 
sition of a transcendent intelligent will that guides these proc- 
esses becomes unavoidable. 

The possibility of chance. ---It is often alleged that the theory 
of organic evolution discredits entirely any such mode of argu- 
mentation as we have attempted to propound: for evolution 
shows us how, through mutations and natural selection, both the 
special structure of particular organs and the apparent adapted- 
ness of present functions to future ends may be explained in 


naturalistic terms without the supposition of a transcendent, or 
even an immanent, intelligence. Every case of such adaptation 
is explicable if only we grant credence to the supposition that in 
the long course of organic history only those variants or mu- 
tants were preserved that, by chance concatena- [[215]] tion of 
various factors, did adapt successfully to their total environ- 
ment. It is no marvel, then, that the eye is adapted to seeing if it 
was itself generated from the environmental womb! Even a 
thinker like Tennant seems to make unusual concessions to this 
type of objection. 

Now this objection is considered in detail at Section B, 
Chapter IV, of this part; and the reader is referred to that con- 
text for an expansion of the brief remarks that follow. Before 
the objection itself is even approached, it should be noted that it 
is antecedently exposed to the charge of immense improbabil- 
ity. It has already been shown that the existence of organic be- 
ings at all is absolutely inexplicable in terms of chance. Shall 
an attempt now be made to explain the adaptedness of the or- 
ganic realm itself in terms of the same barren hypothesis? Is 
not such a procedure more desperate than it is rational? 

But to consider the hypothesis on its own merits: suppose, 
for the sake of argument, that organic evolution affords a suffi- 
cient explanation, causally, of the proximate factors operative in 
the production of such specialized functions as are now in ques- 
tion: does the proximate mode by which a given end is achieved 
alter its character as an end? Suppose, for example, that the 
vertebrate eye was produced through a long series of mutations 
which were fit to survive: does this alter the fact that it is 
adapted to seeing? Or what is more significant, would not the 
whole evolutionary process itself, as related to the eye, appear 
to be adapted to the fulfillment of the anticipated functioning of 
sight? After all, in human life, we do not deny an end merely 
on the basis of its having been effected through a long series of 
proximate causes. We call an effect an end if its resultant 


character is such that it is only explicable as a previsioned goal, 
irrespective of the complexity of proximate causes involved. 

As a matter of fact, however, such explanation in terms of 
organic evolution alone seems inadequate even at the level of 
proximate causes. The changes evolving any given adaptation 
would have to be explained as effected either through sudden 
mutations of marked degree or through minute variations. 
(Footnote 15: /bid., p. 60f.) In the former case the whole force 
of our teleological argument stares us in the face: if a structure 
is suddenly produced with an immense adaptive advantage and 
in an environment that has not evoked this effect in other cases, 
then does [[216]] it not immediately appear that the structure 
was produced with this adaptive advantage as an end? If the 
basic structure of the vertebrate eye is explicable as a sudden 
mutation, then teleology rises full of life in the midst of consid- 
erations bent upon its destruction. 

If, on the other hand, the appropriate changes take place 
through minute variations, “it follows that during most of the 
period over which the process is going on there has been no ad- 
vantage derived from the variations, and no reason, therefore, 
why they should have been preserved by ‘natural selection.’” 
(Footnote 16: [bid., pp. 60, 61, and note.) Thus in either case, 
the argument for prospective contrivance, and hence for intelli- 
gent guidance, is not impaired in the slightest degree. Have 
your evolutionary egg either side up: it still came from the hen! 

I conclude that organic evolution, even if thoroughly valid, 
does not constitute an explanation which eliminates the neces- 
sity of supposing a transcendent intelligence to account for the 
internal adaptedness of organic beings. The structure of such 
beings and their action in the environment evince such adapta- 
tion to previsioned ends that the whole of these processes is ex- 
plicable only in terms of just such an intelligent will. 


(3) The Intelligibility of the World and Its Instrumentality in the 
Realization of Humanly Previsioned Ends 


The argument stated.---At the summit of the cosmic process, 
so far as we know it, appears a being that possesses more than a 
mere adaptation to environment, more than internal adaptedness 
of its organic constituents: this being is man, and this more that 
he possesses is intelligence, or mind, or self-conscious person- 
ality. 

This mind consists, in part, of a rational structure with which 
the data of experience are approached and made intelligible: 
and the remarkable thing is that when intelligence approaches 
experience, it finds a world constituted through the very catego- 
ries that are basic in the structure of rationality itself. The 
world is a cosmos, a rational order: and as such it is amenable 
to interpretation by a rational mind. “There must be one n- 
tional order in the universe and in us.” (Footnote 17: W. N. 
Clarke, An Outline of Christian Theology, p. 107.) The catego- 
ries of thought and the categories of things are identical in their 
significance and reciprocal relations. 

Thus it appears that the intelligence of man is adapted to un- 
derstanding the world that envelops him: and just as the former 
cases [[217]] of adaptation in the world of nature have shown 
us, SO We may infer that the prospective adaptation of the whole 
natural world to an intelligence that was last to appear on the 
cosmic scene, the shaping of nature as if it were meant to be 
understood and of mind as if it were meant to understand---we 
may infer, I say, from these facts that the whole integration and 
adaptation of thought to things bespeaks an intelligent will 
moving toward the realization of just this end. 

But not only does human intelligence understand the world 
through a categorical structure that characterizes both itself and 
its world: such intelligence finds that the world is amenable to 
the realization of humanly previsioned ends. Because the world 


is a causal order, it is amenable to control by a rational being 
that seeks to comprehend its causal structure. The whole ad- 
vance of science proclaims that nature may be bent to subserve 
human ends: and yet it is conceivable, from a purely naturalistic 
point of view, that the world might have been so constituted as 
to elude such an instrumental significance. 

We have already attempted to illustrate our point with the 
analogy of the flute: any other human contrivance might have 
served as well. Every instance, in which intelligent adaptation 
uses a means to effect some anticipated end, implies that the 
environment of man has been constructed as if it were intended 
thus to make subservience to intelligent manipulation by indi- 
vidual minds possible. But again, such anticipatory adaptation 
to the realization of a future end is itself, as we have often ob- 
served, the mark of intelligent will, which must therefore un- 
dergird the total cosmic process. The conclusion that James 
Ward draws therefore seems justified: “Nature itself is teleo- 
logical, and that in two respects: (1) it is conformable to human 
intelligence and (2), in consequence, it is amenable to human 
ends.” (Footnote 18: James Ward, Naturalism and Agnosticism, 
pp. 543, 544.) 

The possibility of chance. ---Again the question presses upon 
us: could all this have occurred by chance? Could the remark- 
able adaptation of human intelligence to the understanding and 
manipulating of its environment be merely a special case of 
natural selection, a mere concretion of the allegedly ateleologi- 
cal evolutionary process? 

Our previous analysis already enables us to formulate the 
answer: if mere natural selection does not explain the complex 
adaptation of organic beings to their environment, neither will 
such an explana- [[218]] tion serve, in the present context, to 
explain the adaptation of the environment to subserve rational 
ends. 


But aside from the general insufficiency of the evolutionary 
hypothesis at this point, two particularly pertinent remarks are 
in order. In the first place, is the emergence of mind that would 
naturally be expected as the climax of a naturalistically explica- 
ble evolutionary process? Apparently not. As Taylor points 
out: 


[indent] What such a process by itself should logically lead 
to would be a vast multiplicity of definite adjustments © defi- 
nite situations, each being in fact conducive to some future te- 
sult beneficial to the individual, or its species, or both. There is 
no reason in the nature of the case why these adjustments 
should be accompanied in man with foresight of the benefit to 
which they conduce. . . . And there is still less reason why the 
supposed process should lead to the kindling of an intelligence 
which is not content to adapt its behavior to the situations fur- 
nished by the environment as they arise, but sets itself to trans- 
form the environment into conformity to its own demands. 
(Footnote 19: Taylor, op. cit., pp. 70, 71.) 


This reasoning seems to me to be unanswerable: mind is simply 
not what would logically be expected to result from the evolu- 
tionary process if it operated without initial and subsequent n- 
telligent guidance. 

In the second place, is mind explicable as having risen from 
a series of proximate causes that are themselves devoid of self- 
conscious nature? Mind, as we shall presently attempt to estab- 
lish, is so transcendent of the possibilities of matter that its rise 
from purely material proximate causes is impossible. Further 
discussion of this point is deferred for consideration of the 
teleological argument from the microcosmic point of view. 


(4) The Temporal Progressiveness of the Cosmic Process 


The argument stated.---W. E. Hocking points out that one of 
the characteristic marks of a process which we denominate con- 
sciously purposive is that the process produces results of a- 
signable value: (Footnote 20: Hocking, op. cit., p. 111.) and 
beyond that these results should appear in a general order that 
progressively involves increasing assignable value with respect 
to some telic frame of reference. Thus, for example, I may ha- 
bitually pass a certain lot near my home in the course of fre- 
quent walks. On [[219]] a given day I notice that a hole has 
been dug on the lot, and subsequently I note that concrete floor 
and walls (as I take them to be) are taking shape in the hole: and 
so the several steps toward the building of a house ensue. Now 
I call this process consciously purposive for numerous reasons: 
but certainly one of these reasons is that I note a certain produc- 
tion of increasingly valuable effects which are oriented to the 
production of an over-all end or goal. Nor do I need to know 
the specific character of the end in order to make the inference: 
what I do need to observe is the increased complexity of mutual 
interrelation which the parts of the project progressively em- 
body. 

Now consider the temporal advance of the whole cosmic 
process itself: it proceeds through levels of matter, life, and 
mind in this very order. Each level has an increasing assignable 
value as over against preceding levels: for each of the later lev- 
els not only embodies a more complex adaptiveness to its envi- 
ronment but also itself appears, as we have seen, to be an end 
toward the production of which the preceding levels are adapted 
as means. Thus matter is so constituted as to be consonant with 
the possibility of life, and the stream of life is so directed as to 
provide in man an organic counterpart for the realization of 1a- 
tional experience. 

Matter so exists as if it were intended as the environment of 
organic life. This life in turn is so directed as if it were in- 
tended to be the scene of intelligent being. As Lecomte du 


Nouy says: “This amounts to the recognition of the existence of 
a goal, of an end. . . . Therefore, everything has taken place as 
if, ever since the birth of the original cell, Man had been willed. 
... (Footnote 21: P. Lecomte du Nouy, Human Destiny, p. 
225.) 

Now this progressive determination of events with respect to 
a previsioned future is, as always, explicable only in terms of an 
intelligent will whose purpose is ever rising to realization in the 
cosmic process. And if the temporal order gives us a hint con- 
cerning the specific ultimate purpose of the Divine Will, we 
may reasonably expect to find the key to teleology in the n- 
tional experience of that intelligent being that crowns creation: 
i.e., in man himself. To this rational expectation we shall pres- 
ently address our consideration. 


Conclusion 


Stepping back from the picture that a rational analysis of the 
macrocosm has thus painted for us, the overwhelming impres- 
sion of the [[220]] whole and all its parts is that all this bundle 
of prospective adaptation in the contingencies of nature is borne 
upon the giant shoulders of Divine Will and Purpose. The 
summary conclusion of Taylor seems amply justified: 


[indent] If intelligence has always been active in the world, 
then we may assume that it has been active in the way which is 
characteristic and distinctive of intelligence, as working to- 
wards the realization of purpose. Thus the thought which is at 
the basis of the familiar ‘argument from design’ will be thor- 
oughly justified. (Footnote 22: Taylor, op. cit., p. 71.) 


Formulation of the Argument: 


Microcosmic Point of View 
Introduction 


Not only does the cosmic process move progressively 
through a series of adaptations to the ultimate appearance of 
mind at the summit, but this highest realized level of contingent 
reality itself possesses a nature that utterly transcends the poten- 
tialities and possibilities of the lower levels of life and matter: 
transcends them in such a way that mind is inexplicable as 
purely a development from such levels. 

The transcension of mind, if we may thus speak, comes sig- 
nificantly to the fore in two distinct but closely related aspects 
of intelligence: (1) the metaphysical: the very nature of thought, 
as the characteristic action of mind, and the very nature of self- 
consciousness as the mode of mind’s existence---these factors 
show mind to be so disparate from matter that the sufficient 
cause of the former necessarily transcends the latter; (2) the 
moral: not only is mind metaphysically beyond all the possibili- 
ties of a material base, but it also has a further capacity that no- 
where else appears in the whole advance of the cosmic process- 
--the capacity, that is, of turning back upon itself and its actions 
to consider, not merely what it is and does in a descriptive 
sense, but what it ought to be and do in a moral sense. Man as 
rational faces an imperative which specifies the goal of his 1a- 
tional experience. 

The very crowning point of teleological argumentation--- 
indeed, of theistic argumentation---consists in showing that 
such an imperative for rational life is absolute, and explicable 
only when thought moves to the assertion that the absolutely 
necessary being, the intel- [[221]] ligence that guides the cos- 
mic process, is a being who supports the absoluteness of the 
moral imperative and whose nature is therefore that of absolute 
goodness. When this climax is reached, natural revelation will 


have run its course in establishing theism as the only sufficient 
explanation of the total gamut of experience. To the detailed 
consideration of the metaphysical and moral aspects of mind we 
now therefore direct our attention. 


The Metaphysical Argument: from the Nature of Mind 
A. The Naturalistic View of Mind 


To account for the presence of mind in the cosmos without 
appeal to an Ultimate Mind as its sufficient explanation, it is 
necessary to show how mind might conceivably have arisen 
from an ultimate material bas and be explicable in terms of con- 
stituents which are themselves ultimately material in their na- 
ture. 

In general, the attempt, to meet this need has been executed 
in two distinct ways: (1) Materialism or Behaviorism alleges 
that mind is itself materially constituted, that thought is expli- 
cable as itself a series of material elements: perhaps, for exam- 
ple, as a series of motions in the brain. (2) Functionalism urges 
that while the mind is certainly not a series of motions in the 
crass materialistic sense, it is explicable as a set of functions, 
which could not exist without the physical organism (especially 
the brain and the central nervous system) and which are there- 
fore understandable as having originated from an ultimate mate- 
rial base. 

One of the principal variants of this last view is epiphe- 
nomenalism, or the doctrine that consciousness is an inconse- 
quential by-product of neural states with no reciprocal causal 
efficacy of its own. What I call functionalism is sometimes 
criticized as being purely identical with epiphenomenalism: but 
the relation is rather that the latter is a minor subtype of the 
former. In our discussion only the general position of function- 


alism will be considered, it being taken for granted that the 
refutation of the general theory will carry its subtypes as com- 
panions into the abyss. 

Materialism or Behaviorism.---(i) The doctrine — stated: 
according to the materialistic or behavioristic theory of mind, 
thought is explicable in physical terms because it consists 
purely and simply in a series of physical motions. Classical 
Watsonian behaviorism in phy- [[222]] chology takes the posi- 
tion, originally, that the motions in question are those of the 
speech organism or of some other physical process that acts as a 
substitute for speech: thinking is merely talking with concealed 
musculature (Footnote 23: Cf. B. Blanshard, The Nature of 
Thought, I, p. 317f.) But the more usual view would be that 
thought is a series of motions in the brain: in any case, the gen- 
eral thesis is that some physical process is to be identified with 
thought and that therefore any explanation of mind by appeal to 
some supraphysical cause is utterly superfluous. 

(ii) Refutation of the doctrine: this view has been so fre- 
quently and so thoroughly refuted that scarcely more than a 
brief catalogue of decisive objections needs to be mentioned. 
(Footnote 24: Cf. G. H. Clark, A Christian View of Men and 
Things, pp. 319-321, for a very brief but cogent refutation; 
Blanshard, op. cit., I, pp. 317-338, for a more lengthy and com- 
pletely overwhelming refutation.) As for the behavioristic sug- 
gestion that thinking is talking with concealed musculature, the 
objections of Blanshard seem decisive. He points out the fol- 
lowing crucial facts: first, language may vary while thought is 
the same, as in the expression of the same thought in three dif- 
ferent languages; second, thought may vary while speech re- 
mains the same, as in the pronunciation of an expression twice 
when only the second time its meaning is discerned; third, 
thought may be present without speech, subvocal or not, as in a 
simple act of perception, or in cases where an argument is read 
silently while numbers are being repeated aloud; and finally 


language mechanisms may be at work where thought is not pre- 
sent, as in the repetition of nonsense syllables or the talking of a 
parrot. (Footnote 25: Blanshard, op. cit., I, pp. 320, 326.) 

As for the general assertion that thought is to be identified 
with some physical process, such as motion in the brain, this 
theory is open to at least seven conclusive objections: 

(a) The theory cannot account for memory and communica- 
tion. If thought is identified with motion in the brain (or any- 
where else in the organism), how is it ever possible to 
remember a previous experience? For when a motion has once 
become past it is never repeated as the same motion. But it 
may be insisted that while all the given motions are numerically 
distinct, they may be generically the same: yet how could we 
know this or be aware of it? To classify two entities as in the 
same genus, it is necessary to observe a similarity between 
them. But on a materialistic basis, the thought of similarity 
would have to be a motion also: and before it occurs, the 
[[223]] motion of the original experience and the motion of the 
alleged memory experience would be past. And the question 
arises: how could any motion connect two motions that no 
longer exist? (Footnote 26: So Clark, op. cit., p. 320; although I 
have altered his argument considerably.) Thus the very possi- 
bility of thinking generically similar thoughts---a possibility 6- 
sential to the process we call memory---exists only on the 
supposition that materialism is false. 

But if memory impugns materialism, so also does the com- 
munication of thought from one mind to another: for here again 
there is a generic similarity of thought that is materialistically 
inexplicable. In communication, when it is effected, the generi- 
cally same idea exists in two minds at once: and an awareness 
of this similarity is possible---if not, the long hours I have spent 
on this book are certainly futile. But if the generically same 
motion existed in two minds at once, this fact could never be 
known except by discovering their similarity, a discovery which 


we have already shown, to be impossible on the materialistic 
hypothesis. And in communication, there is this added diffi- 
culty: that if a thought is a motion, then the decision to commu- 
nicate it is also a motion. And how can I connect this motion 
with the former that no longer exists? Communication there- 
fore seems to be impossible on a materialistic view of mind. 
And “if, in opposition, anyone wishes to deny that an immate- 
rial idea can exist in two minds at once, his denial must be con- 
ceived to exist in his own mind only . . .” (Footnote 27: Idem.) 
and there is no need to refute it. 

(b) The theory cannot explain qualities, like color, for exam- 
ple. This point is elaborated by W. E. Hocking. (Footnote 28: 
Hocking, op. cit., p. 95f.) Scientific analysis reduces the exter- 
nal world to quantitative factors. The existence of qualities like 
color, taste, odor, etc., depends on a relation to the percipient: 
“The color is merely our personal view of a certain vibration 
rate, and similarly with sounds and other qualities which appeal 
to sense.” (Footnote 29: [bid., p. 95.) 

But on the materialistic view, the quality is merely a vibra- 
tory disturbance of the nerves and brain of the percipient: yet 
these last are also physical objects by hypothesis, so that, for 
example, “if there is no color in the wave, neither is there any 
color in the eye or brain.” (Footnote 30: Idem.) But qualities 
certainly do exist as qualities somewhere, for [[224]] they are 
integral parts of our experience: and if they do not exist in any 
physical object as physical, they must exist in a consciousness 
that transcends the physical. Consequently, materialism is 
again impugned. 

(c) The theory fails to explain either truth or logical se- 
quence. If a thought is a motion, it must be completely deter- 
mined by antecedently and contemporaneously — existing 
motions to which it is related. But in this case, no thought 
could be either true or false as compared with any other, since 
all thoughts would be equally determined effects of other nv- 


tions and hence on an absolute par with one another. How, n- 
deed, can we speak of a motion as erroneous or correct? (Foot- 
note 31: Cf. Blanshard, op. cit., I, pp. 337, 338.) In the face of 
such considerations, Hocking facetiously but justly remarks: 
“Of what temperamental bias or atmospheric influence is natu- 
ralism the effect?’ (Footnote 32: Hocking, op. cit., p. 102.) 

But of equal importance is the observation that what deter- 
mines a logical sequence of thought is not the operation of 
physicochemical elements as such, but the perception of ration- 
ally necessary connection. What determines the conclusion of a 
syllogism? For example: All men are fools; husbands are men; 
therefore husbands are fools. If we grant these premises--- 
which I hope are false---what determines the conclusion? Is it a 
series of motions in the brain? Or is it the logical relations that 
subsist between or among the premises? And surely no one 
would argue that the physical and the rationally necessary thus 
happily coincide by accident, especially if one is motivated to 
deny teleology: for not only would we suspect at once that this 
situation was no accident but an arrangement; we would also 
ask how a mistake in argument could then every be made, since 
all conclusions would be equally determined by motions. “To 
suppose that the physical laws are so adjusted as to turn out a 
product exactly parallel to the steps of a rational demonstration 
is an assumption of design so stupendous that it would cast all 
other proof of teleology into the shade.” (Footnote 33: James 
<<deleted “,’>> Orr, The Christian View of God and the World, 
p. 149.) 

Thus neither truth nor valid logical sequence can exist in a 
materialistic universe, not to mention error and invalidity: and 
if it occurs to anyone to deny that truth exists, he must ipso fact 
admit that even his denial is devoid of truth or significance. 

(d) The theory cannot account for the characteristic pur- 
posive [[225]] function of mind. The characteristic action of 
mind, as we have seen, is the adaptation of existing means to 


the production of previsioned ends: and in this function mind is, 
by anticipation, extended into the future. Yet the brain is @- 
tirely in the present: in what sense can an existing and present 
physical motion anticipate some future set of motions? As 
Hocking suggests, nothing can locate an image in the future ex- 
cept a mind which holds an anticipated future before it. (Foot- 
note 34: Hocking, op. cit., p. 99.) Such adaptation of present 
means to a previsioned end is therefore inexplicable except on 
the hypothesis that the intelligence which executes this function 
is qualitatively distinct from the physical or material. 

(e) The theory fails to explain the fact that conscious states 
and bodily movements have mutually exclusive attributes. This 
is Blanshard’s point and he states it well. (Footnote 35: Blan- 
shard, op. cit., I, pp. 336, 337.) An idea, for example, is clear 
or confused, witty or dull, etc.; a motion has velocity, direction, 
and what have you. Now then, how will the behaviorist or ma- 
terialist answer such questions as the following: what is the av- 
erage velocity of the concept man? Or do concepts of relativity 
proceed in a north-easterly or some other direction? How witty 
is the motion of the planet Mars? Or what is meant by the as- 
sertion that the motion of an electric fan is confused? Could 
existences with such mutually exclusive attributes possibly be 
identical? Obviously not. 

(f) The theory fails to explain the fact that an elaborate 
knowledge of a given conscious state may be had without any 
knowledge of the physical correlates, the knowledge of what 
one is would involve the knowledge of the other. Yet obvi- 
ously I can and do understand complex trains of thought with- 
out understanding anything about motions in the brain with 
which they might be correlated, and vice versa. Materialism, if 
true, would at least relieve the mind of the student: for he could 
choose between physiology and psychology, knowing that the 
knowledge of the one was neither more nor less than that f the 
other. I suppose that even a casual glance through textbooks in 


these two fields would rapidly bring such an innocent to a repu- 
diation both of his assumption and of the materialism on which 
it rests. <<’which it rests.” was upside down in the original.>> 

(g) Finally, the very process by which the materialistic the- 
ory is [[226]] developed involves its falsity. (Footnote 36: Jbid., 
pp. 330, 331.) Beginning with differences of consciousness, 
say in the perception of red and yellow, the materialist then 
seeks correlates for these in the nerves and brain of the organ- 
ism. But this very procedure assumes that the conscious state is 
distinct from the sought physical correlate, so that the two are 
not identical. 

A final blow may be struck by noting that we do after all ex- 
perience conscious states as something totally distinct from the 
motion of material constituents: and how does such an illusory 
appearance arise in a materialistic universe? Thus Blanshard 
writes: 


[indent] In spite of the fact that nothing exists but matter in 
motion, we have managed to conjure up a luxuriant jungle of 
mythology, in the way of sensations, pleasures and displeas- 
ures, emotions and ideas, which has not the least foundation in 
anything that anyone has ever observed. The think is as inex- 
plicable as it is scandalous. (Footnote 37: [bid., pp. 334, 335.) 


What may justly be concluded from the foregoing considera- 
tions? It is surely not an overstatement to say that no explana- 
tion of mind, as derived from an ultimate material base, is 
possible in terms of the assertion that the mental and the physi- 
cal subsist in a relation of identity. 

Functionalism.---(i) The doctrine stated. In the face of diffi- 
culties like the foregoing, functionalism attempts to find a mid- 
dle road by asserting that, while the mind and its thoughts 
cannot be equated with physical motion simpliciter, neverthe- 
less mind can be explained as a function which could not exist 


without the physical organism and which is therefore explicable 
as ultimately having arisen from a material base. (Footnote 38: 
J. H. Randall, and J. Buchler, Philosophy: An Introduction, p. 
238.) 

How are we to describe mind? Mental images, on the one 
hand, are clearly not identical with the physical-chemical proc- 
esses which make their occurrence possible. (Footnote 39: 
Idem.) “‘Mind’ .. . signifies a set of functions and not a simple 
entity or thing (whether brain or spiritual substance); it com- 
prises a wide range of both capacities and activities on the part 
of the human organism. Mind is therefore an aspect of the or- 
ganism’s behavior.” (Footnote 40: Jdem.) [[227]] 

But if mind is clearly not matter in motion, how can we ex- 
plain its origin from an ultimate material base? In the first 
place, we should forbear assuming “‘that no causes can give rise 
to products of a more precious or elevated kind than them- 
selves. .. . How vastly nobler and more precious, for instance, 
are the higher vegetables and animals than the soil and manure 
out of which, and by the properties of which, they are raised 
up.” (Footnote 41: J. S. Mill, Three Essays on Religion, p. 67.) 

But by way of particular explanation: the effect of a cause 
may involve conditions different, in some respect, from those 
which give rise to it. Water, for example, is neither hydrogen 
nor oxygen but a new product different from either of its con- 
stituents. Thus new causal factors may continually rise and at 
the same time influence the circumstances under which the old 
operate. (Footnote 42: Randall and Buchler, op. cit., p. 233f.) 
Further, the laws of nature are illustrated repeatedly, but the 
specific conditions under which they are illustrated are never 
exactly the same: the laws are constant, the facts vary. 

Now among the new facts a new pattern or repeated rela- 
tionship may be exhibited, so that a new law is added. Thus 
physical laws could produce, under differing conditions, that set 
of functions we call life: and physical and biological laws could 


produce, by similar interaction, the set of functions we call 
mind. (Footnote 43: Jdem.) Thus the functionalist would c- 
scribe the origin of life, and particularly of mind, from an ulti- 
mate material base. 

(ii) Refutation of the doctrine. The question whether life is 
explicable in the manner suggested is not germane to my pre- 
sent purpose and I therefore omit the detailed consideration of 
it, except as it bears on the proposed explanation for the origin 
of mind. In either case, it has already been shown that the ap- 
pearance of life and mind at all, regardless of its proximate 
mode, is inexplicable apart from the supposition of an ultimate 
intelligent will. 

But to consider the doctrine at hand: in the first place, what 
is the meaning of the allegation that mind, while it is not to be 
identified with physicochemical processes, is nevertheless a set 
of functions executed by the organism and not the activity of an 
immaterial self? A function must be a function of something or 
it does not exist: has anyone ever seen a function out by itself 
for an afternoon walk? 

Now either the functions which we call mind are operations 
of the [[228]] physical organism or not. If they are, then they 
must be completely explicable in physical terms. Digestion, for 
example, is a function or aspect of the organism’s behavior: but 
every part of the process is physical in its nature. The food, the 
stomach, the intestinal walls, etc., are all physical entities, as 
are their motion and action i the digestive process. 

And so generally we may say that whatever is a function of 
the physical organism is completely explicable in physical 
terms: nor will it help to suggest that physical operations may 
produce nonphysical by-products, for this is either false di- 
rectly, or else it begs the question for the functionalist theory 
itself. If mind therefore is a function of the physical organism, 
it must be completely explicable in physical terms: in terms, 
L.e., of the motion of physical constituents. But this is simply 


the materialist view all over again and has already been refuted 
decisively. 

It must therefore be that the set of functions we call mind is 
not that of the physical organism: but of what then are they the 
function, since a function must be of something and not of noth- 
ing, as we mentioned previously? And the only answer is that 
mental operations are the functions of an immaterial or spiritual 
substance which we call by the name soul or self. I know of no 
tertium quid, and I challenge all the naturalists of the ages from 
Thales to Santayana to suggest one. 

But in the second place, is the naturalistic explanation of the 
origin of mind---however constituted---adequate to show its 
derivation from a material base? The naturalist urges that mind 
could nevertheless come from matter since effects are often 
radically different from the series of their proximate causes. 
Muscle, for example, does not resemble particularly the food 
which helps to build it. But in all such cases of transformation, 
the causes and effects, though different, are nonetheless physi- 
cal: a traceable continuity of physical constituents characterizes 
the entire process. Yet there is no such traceable continuity 
from matter to mind: “if we start with a supposed unconscious 
matter, we can trace no continuity between it and conscious- 
ness; we find no atoms or electrons whatever as constituents of 
our thoughts or feelings.” (Footnote 44: E. S. Brightman, The 
Problem of God, p. 156.) The appearance of mind is therefore 
not like the appearance or production of one form of physical 
existence from another: for mind is not a physical entity. (Foot- 
note 45: Cf. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 45, for a good statement of this 
point.) [[229]] 

The laws of nature, it is urged, may concrete in the produc- 
tion of life and ultimately of mind by virtue of the fact that the 
specific conditions under which these laws operate are always 
different. But how, without begging the question, can it be 
shown that a nonphysical entity like mind could be produced in 


this manner? The effect of a physical cause, in every case ex- 
cept the one in dispute, is itself always physical: water may be 
neither hydrogen nor oxygen, but it, like them, is for all that 
still a physical entity, whereas mind is nonphysical by the func- 
tionalist hypothesis itself. 

If therefore mind appears in a physical universe, it must be 
because a nonphysical causal factor is operating to produce this 
effect: and it is this factor that the original physical laws, in any 
form of expression or operation, cannot explain. Such a non- 
physical factor can only be a mind or an intelligent will: both 
because the mind it produces is, like itself, nonphysical, and be- 
cause the production of mind, as we have seen, appears to be an 
end toward which the whole physical realm is oriented as 
means---such adaptation being explicable only in terms of con- 
scious purpose. 

Thus defiantly does mind deny explanation of itself in terms 
of ultimate material causes. The sum of the matter is that func- 
tionalism, like materialism or behaviorism, fails to explain the 
origin of mind from an ultimate material base. Naturalism 
therefore fails to explain---indeed, cannot explain---the exis- 
tence of mind in a universe which must be ultimately explicable 
in purely physical terms, if the naturalistic hypothesis is correct. 


B. The Ultimate Explanation of Mind 


How, then, is the presence of mind at the summit of the 
cosmic process to be explained? We have already suggested 
the answer. Mind, as utterly nonphysical, is explicable only in 
terms of anon-physical cause, or---what is the same thing---a 
mind. The same intelligent will that spoke in the whole range 
of adaptations from the constitution of matter of the appearance 
of mind speaks in a more special way at this last level of exis- 
tence. For the appearance of mind, while it occurs in an 


adapted physical context, so transcends its context as to be ex- 
plicable only in terms of a transcendent spiritual Cause. 

Yet man as a thinking, reasoning being has likewise an end 
in self-realization of the highest use to which his rationality can 
be put. [[230]] To the consideration of this moral end we now 
turn for the last step which teleology proffers to establish the 
existence and character of God. 


The Moral Argument: 
from the Nature of Obligation and Value 


A. Summary of the Argument 


The characteristic action of mind is its adaptation of means 
to previsioned and desired ends: such action, in fact, prescribes 
the very meaning of intelligence itself from a functional point 
of view. But such a constitutional behavior of mind, in thus 
moving toward the realization of purposes, raises the question 
whether the pursuit of ends is ultimately no more than an inter- 
related series of specific adaptations, or whether at the summit 
of rational vision there is a supreme end to which the whole se- 
ries of our subordinate ends might be related as itself a series of 
means. 

That such an ultimate end of rational life exists would seem 
antecedently probably from a consideration of two facts: (1) 
First, the cosmic process itself, as we have seen, is directed to- 
ward the realization of a series of ends to which previous ends 
become subordinated as means, until the climax is reached in 
the production of mind "after the image" of the Ultimate Intelli- 
gence. By analogy, it seems reasonable that rational life itself, 
while existing as the end or purpose of the cosmic process, 
should have a compelling goal of action which would enrich 
and fulfill its own status as the climax of Divine Purpose. 


(2) But in the second place, the very fact that we do adopt 
means to ends is basically insignificant without the recognition 
of an ultimate end which rational life ought to realize. Action 
toward any end implies the existence of a supreme end. 

An illustration will clarify the point: suppose I work as a 
ditch digger, and some bystander, seeing me at my customary 
employment, asks me why I spend my time digging ditches. Of 
course, he expects a teleological or purposive answer. So I ex- 
plain that I dig ditches to make money so as to procure for my- 
self and my family the conditions for satisfactory biological 
adjustment---food, clothing, shelter, etc. 

Now suppose he raises the question: why do you want to 
make this adjustment? Perhaps I might answer that it gives me 
pleasure, or that it enables me to have opportunity for various 
casual pursuits, [[231]] or what have you. But in any case, I 
will never return to the ditch-digging as an end in my explana- 
tion, for then the whole series of ends would collapse and it 
would result that there is no intelligent purpose or reason for 
my ditch-digging. That which is done for the sake of some- 
thing else can never become that for the sake of which the 
something else is ultimately done. 

Somewhere, therefore, in the series of such embarrassing 
questions, I must reach a point where I answer that a certain de- 
sired end is supreme and sought for its own sake alone. And 
thus it is that the pursuit of any end at all is either not an intelli- 
gent action in the final analysis, or it implies the existence of a 
supreme end that faces me as absolute and unconditional, and 
toward the realization of which action is being either implicitly 
or explicitly directed. 

Now the moral argument for God is built upon this very as- 
sertion that rational life faces a supreme end that ought to be 
unconditionally sought. What is the nature of this supreme end 
or summum bonum? While specific and detailed answers to 


this question differ, there is, among ethical theories, a common 
core of univocity with regard to the nature of this supreme end. 

(1) First, it possesses absolute or intrinsic value. This 
means, initially, that its status as the supreme end depends upon 
its own inherent nature and not upon its instrumental signifi- 
cance in any context whatsoever. Thus, for example, if pleas- 
ure be defined as the highest good, it is meaningless to ask why 
pleasure ought to be sought: for the only appropriate answer is 
that it simply ought to be sought and that that is the end of the 
matter. And thus with any other proposed specific which might 
be called this highest good. 

Again, that the highest good possesses absolute value means 
that its status as the supreme end is objective to any particular 
human self which strives toward its realization. To say that I 
first impose the supreme end myself and then strive to realize it, 
seems meaningless: I do not impose this end, I recognize it as 
inherently valuable irrespective of my subjective impositions. 
For suppose that I myself do impose the supreme end: it follows 
that either I imposed it for some reason or for no reason. 

Now if I imposed the end for some reason or reasons, these 
must lie either within the end itself or outside it. But if the rea- 
son lies outside the end, then the alleged end is not supreme but 
has only instrumental value---and so on until I come to an end 
that is recog- [[232]] nized as supreme with no reason but its 
own nature. But if the reason thus lies within the end itself, this 
means that the end is not actually imposed but rather recognized 
as thus absolute. 

But if on the other hand I impose this supreme end for no 
reason, the result is the same: for here again this is just the same 
as saying that I impose it for its own sake, and hence that I do 
not impose it at all but merely recognize its supremacy. Conse- 
quently, the supreme end of rational life is objective to, or inde- 
pendent of, the wish of any particular human self: if x is the 


highest good, it is thus supreme independently of your or my 
personal imposition. 

Finally, the absolute or intrinsic value of the highest good 
means that its status as the supreme end transcends temporal 
change: the highest good is not subject to alteration if it were 
capable of change or temporal transition, it would not be the 
supreme good at any point in the transition: but this would 
mean that at no point is it the supreme good. It follows that the 
supreme end possesses a certain eternal or timelessly necessary 
validity as absolute. 

(2) Second, the realization of this summum bonum imposes 
an absolute imperative for human activity: if there is an objec- 
tive and intrinsically valuable end, then the very nature of such 
an end implies that human selves are rationally and uncondi- 
tionally obligated to its realization. There is, to use Kant's fa- 
miliar terminology, a categorical imperative for action, an 
imperative that is unconditional. And all actions become right 
or wrong in proportion as they embody an advance toward, or a 
retrogression from, this supreme end itself. 

In the light of these considerations, the moral argument for 
God may be briefly formulated as follows: 

First Premise.---Rational selves are confronted with a trans- 
subjective and transtemporal supreme end to the realization of 
which they are unconditionally obligated. 

Second Premise.---Such an eternally valid end cannot sub- 
sist alone but must be existentially based in an eternal mind 
whose nature both recognized and embodies the absolute good. 

Conclusion.---There exists, consequently, just such an eter- 
nal mind whose nature is absolute goodness. 

This whole argument is masterfully summarized by Sorley: 


[indent] Persons are conscious of values and of an ideal of 
goodness, which they recognize as having undoubted authority 
for the di- [[233]] rection of their activity; the validity of these 


values or laws and of this ideal, however, does not depend upon 
their recognition: it is objective and eternal; and how could this 
eternal validity stand alone, not embodied in matter and neither 
seen nor realized by finite minds, unless there were an eternal 
mind whose thought and will were therein expressed? God 
must therefore exist and his nature be goodness. (Footnote 1: 
W.R. Sorley, Moral Values and the Idea of God, p. 349.) 


Perhaps the second premise requires some additional expla- 
nation: why must an eternally valid end be thus existentially 
grounded in an eternal mind? Because value can exist only for 
a mind or in relation to a mind. A value is an end proposed for 
intelligent action; it is by its very nature a projected goal that 
intelligence previsions or directly discerns as an end. 

But we have already seen that the effecting of ends at all 
implies the transsubjective and transtemporal reality of a su- 
preme end, the validity of which is therefore not established by 
my discernment of it. Now this can only mean that the supreme 
end exists independently of particular finite selves and that it 
exists ultimately as embodied or fully realized: for on the oppo- 
site supposition, it would not be a supreme end, since it would 
be in process of transition, there being no other alternative to its 
full realization except the supposition that there is no such end-- 
-and this we have shown to be false. 

There may be ever so many intermediate existences or 
minds that partially realize the supreme end: as you and I a- 
tempt to do, for example. But unless there 8 ultimately a being 
that fully embodies the highest good, such a highest good could 
not exist at all: but this is contrary to our whole analysis of hu- 
man purposive activity. 

There is, consequently, a being that completely realizes the 
absolute good. what are the immediately implied further char- 
acteristics of this being? It must be a mind, since the realization 
of good as such is possible only in and for a mind; it must be 


eternal or timelessly necessary, for the supreme end itself is 
thus eternal. Hence, the rational of the second premise, and the 
consequent assertion that an eternal mind exists whose nature is 
absolute goodness. 


B. Proposed Alternatives to the Moral Argument 


(1) Attack on the first premise: the denial that value is objec- 
tively valid. [[234]] 

(a) Positivism: value statements an expression of feeling. 

(i) The position stated.---It is meaningless to speak of values 
as objectively or transsubjectively valid: for all valuational and 
ethical statements are merely verbal expressions of the 
speaker's feelings. As such expressions are not statements of 
empirical fact, they do not even qualify as meaningful proposi- 
tions that may be true or false: in fact, they make no assertion at 
all. 

Thus if I say, for example, that you ought not to beat your 
wife, I am really not making a true or false proposition at all but 
am merely expressing my own personal feeling of horror at 
your action. It is just as if I had exclaimed with apparent and 
obvious horror: "You beat your wife!" 

The result is that so-called ethical judgments are no different 
from other expressions of mere feeling or inclination. "Thou 
shalt not kill!" has the same status as the expression: 'Ahhhh! 
T-bone steak!" Both express mere feelings and make no actual 
assertion at all. A feeling is neither true nor false: it just is! 

How then can we speak of any such thing as the objective 
validity of moral (or any other) values? The whole of ethics is 
but a catalogue of verbal ejaculations which are of no more sig- 
nificance than a shriek of pain. (Footnote 2: For a summary of 
this view, cf., P. E. Wheelwright, A Critical Introduction to 


Ethics, Chapter II; C. E. M. Joad, A Critique of Logical Positiv- 
ism, p. 114f. 

(ii) The position refuted.---Very thorough and may I say, 
completely decisive refutations of this position have already 
been made. The work of Joad is particularly significant in this 
respect, although he himself has undergone, if rumor is correct, 
some transition of thought since his criticisms were formulated. 
(Footnote 3: Cf. Philosophical Review (October, 1952), p. 607. 
Since the completion of this MS, Joad has died (1953).) 

(a) In the first place, the theory is self-contradictory by vir- 
tue of its base in an extreme or radical empiricism. The theory 
maintains that only statements of empirical fact admit of being 
true or false. But this proposition itself is certainly not a state- 
ment of empirical fact: what relevant data in sense-perception 
may be cited to substantiate it? I have no idea what the answer 
might be. And if the proposition is not a statement of empirical 
fact, it does not admit of being either true or false. The result is 
that since all noncognitive statements (i.e., statements which are 
neither true or false and therefore assert nothing) are emotive, 
the proposition must be just an emotive expression and no 
more: it is all the same as if I had said: "Ahhhh! Empirical 
facts!"---and said it with an expression of delight. 

Now on this line of analysis I will reach the position that all 
propositions are emotive or merely expressions of feeling: for 
any given proposition about facts could be true or false for that 
reason only if the proposition---only statements of empirical 
fact may be true or false---were true. But it is not true: and this 
by its own criterion, since it is not a statement of empirical fact. 
It is a mere verbal ejaculation! Thus I come at last to the asser- 
tion that truth does not exist, or---what is the same thing---that 
knowledge is impossible. But this is self-contradictory skepti- 
cism! 

Consequently, it is false to say that only statements of en- 
pirical fact admit of being true or false: for the statement ulti- 


mately involves its own denial. How, then, can it purport to 
deny that value is objective in its validity? The statement of a 
self-contradiction, as I have often noted in these pages, is a de- 
nial of nothing but itself. 

(b) But with specific reference to ethical judgments: how is 
it possible to classify ethical judgments as mere expressions of 
feeling, whether this last be understood as emotion or attitude? 
As for emotion: An emotion is the "effect of some prior psycho- 
logical and/or physiological event which is [its] completely de- 
termining cause." (Footnote 4: Joad, op. cit., p. 125.) We 
cannot will to feel a certain emotion or not. But an ethical 
judgment frequently envisages my duty as something I do not 
like: such friction between duty and desire can only mean that 
the criterion for approval of an ethical judgment is not mere de- 
siring or liking. (Footnote 5: [bid., p. 125, 126.) 

As for attitude: no reduction of ethical judgment to feeling is 
possible on this line either. For an attitude includes an element 
of rational volition which apprehends an objective situation and 
then wills a particular line of conduct relatively to it. (Footnote 
6: Ibid., p. 126.) 

In fact, it may be said in this context that the reduction of 
ethical judgments to expressions of feeling overlooks the entire 
character of intelligent action of intelligence implies that moral 
judgments embody an attitude toward particular situations in 
terms of their relation to an end that we consciously espouse as 
supremely desirable. To say, then, that ethical judgments are 
mere expressions of feeling is to [[236]] overlook the nature of 
intelligence itself as directing its activity toward such an end. 
And one might facetiously remark that the very considerable 
number of books that have been propounded by the logical 
positivists themselves assume just such a conscious orientation 
of action to ends as the theory propounded in the books implic- 
itly denies. 


On either line of analysis an ethical judgment is not a mere 
expression of feeling or a verbal ejaculation! 

(c) The whole position of logical positivism in ethics is un- 
intelligible except on the supposition of its falsity. Ethical 
judgments are declared to be mere expressions of feeling, or of 
approval and disapproval: and of course, a logical positivist ex- 
pects that I know what he means by an ethical judgment. Yet if 
his theory were true, there would be no way whatever of distin- 
guishing moral from any other kind of approval or disapproval. 
(Footnote 7: Cf. Ibid., pp. 131, 132.) 

I ask he logical positivist to tell me what it is he is impugn- 
ing when he impugns an ethical judgment by denying it truth 
status. And if his answer distinguishes moral approval from 
other types, then his theory is refuted: for the only mode of dis- 
tinction would be in terms of an ascription to moral approval of 
something more than mere expression of feeling. But if he fails 
to tell me what he means by an ethical judgment, his assertions 
about such judgments will be unintelligible. Consequently, the 
positivist theory of ethics is unintelligible except on the suppo- 
sition of its falsehood. 

(d) Finally, we may ask with Joad: if ethical judgments are 
mere expressions of feeling, whence the luxuriant abundance of 
ethical terms and their distinctive usage? (Footnote 8: Jbid., p. 
127f.) Strange that I should say: a man ought to love his 
neighbor, or he ought to act rationally. But it never occurs to 
me to say: a man ought to like spinach; for at any given point, 
either he does or does not like it, period! Thus logical positiv- 
ism is unable to explain the whole range of distinctive ethical 
terms! What an ignominious situation! 

I conclude that since the logical positivist theory of ethics is 
self-contradictory, since it fails to explain even the empirical 
data of ethical experience, and since its position is unintelligible 
apart from the supposition of its falsity; therefore it is invalid 
and constitutes no denial of the objectivity of value. [[237]] 


(b) Relativism or Subjectivism: value statements an 
assertion of feeling. 

(i) The position states.---Relativism in ethics is the theory 
that while ethical assertions are judgments that may be either 
true or false, their validity or invalidity is determined solely 
with reference to the individual who makes the assertion: the 
assertion is true or false, but it is so only for the one who asserts 
it: "The validity of ethical judgments is determined by the feel- 
ings of some person or persons." (Footnote 9: [bid., p. 115.) 

This position is therefore at least apparently distinguishable 
from that of logical positivism: for the latter asserts that ethical 
judgments have no validity and make no assertions, while sub- 
jectivism asserts that such judgments are valid (or invalid) and 
do make an assertion, which however possesses truth or falsity 
only in relation to the feelings of the person who states the as- 
sertion. Thus when I say: I ought not to steal; what I state is an 
assertion which is thoroughly relative to my own personal feel- 
ings. It is true-for-me. 

Since the validity of values is therefore purely subjective in 
its determination, no argument which asserts the transsubjec- 
tive character of values can possibly be valid. And just such an 
assertion is involved in the moral argument for God. 

(ii) The position refuted.---This view, like that of logical 
positivism, has been subjected to constant refutation. As early 
a writer as Plato himself clearly destroyed the fundamental rela- 
tivistic basis of the argument. (Footnote 10: Cf. Theaetetus.) A 
contemporary refutation may be found in C. H. Patterson's 
Moral Standards and in W. R. Sorley's Moral Values and the 
Idea of God. 

(a) First, the position is either self-contradictory or insignifi- 
cant. Relativism asserts that an ethical judgment is true only 
for the one who makes it and not objectively true for all minds. 
Man, as Protagoras said, is the measure of all things. But this 
statement is itself either objectively true or not. If it is not ob- 


jectively true, then it is merely an assertion of the subjectivist's 
feelings and can lay no claim to philosophical acceptance as an 
ethical theory. If it is objectively true, then the relativists "con- 
tradict their own position, which is a denial of any universal 
truth in moral matters." (Footnote 11: C. H. Patterson, Moral 
Standards, p. 63.) 

Nor is there any escape in terms of the suggestion that the 
state- [[238]] ment of the theory is not an ethical statement: for 
every alleged true statement is actually ethical in character. 
When I say that a proposition is true, I mean that a rational man 
ought to believe it because it is supported by rational evidence. 
Truth, in other words, is among the values that would be made 
subjective by a relativist theory. Consequently, it turns out that 
if relativism is taken as objectively true, it is false by its own 
assertion---which is self-contradictory. 

(b) Second, the same point may be set in a slightly different 
context. If values are wholly relative to the individual valuer, 
there is no way of explaining how two persons can differ con- 
cerning an ethical question, or any other question, for that mat- 
ter. The fact is that men do dispute such problems: even the 
relativist himself is disputing ethical problems in propounding 
his theory. But that ethical problems may be thus disputed as- 
sumes that ethical statements do have objective reference to an 
ultimate end which is intrinsically valuable: otherwise, debate 
would be impossible, just as it is impossible to debate with a 
man who says: I like carrots. (Footnote 12: Cf. D. E. Trueblood, 
The Logic of Belief, pp. 167, 168.) 

If the hedonist and the humanist, in ethics, disagree about 
the nature of the good, it is not that either of them "intends 
something else in using the term 'good' but that, addressing 
himself t the intrinsically desirable, he reads the nature of it dif- 
ferently. Otherwise, no debatable issue would lie between these 
points of view." (Footnote 13: C. I. Lewis, An Analysis of 
Knowledge and Valuation, p. x.) 


(c) Third, the relativist implies that---it being undeniable that 
men do direct their activities toward an espoused intrinsically 
valuable end---therefore the individual himself imposes this end 
as thus desirable: but we have already shown, in our analysis of 
the moral argument itself, that the self-imposition of a truly su- 
preme end is unthinkable. 

(d) Finally, it may be questioned whether relativism can 
maintain a separate identity from logical positivism: if not, then 
it will have already perished with its now dead comrade. If 
ethical judgments are true only with relation to their proponent 
and each such judgment is only true-for-me, how does such a 
judgment differ, in the final analysis, from a mere expression of 
feeling? Can a truth-for-me or a good-for-me be anything more 
than a verbal ejaculation after all? When I say, I ought to tell 
the truth in a given situation, I either mean that anyone ought to 
do so in a similar situation (but this con- [[239]] travenes sub- 
jectivism), or I mean no more than that I personally prefer the 
truth in this situation and that I might have said, with equal sig- 
nificance: "Ahhhh! Truth!" But this would be the pure emotive 
theory which has already been discarded. 

I therefore conclude that relativism, as a theory of value, 
fails to proscribe the objectivity of the good, since the basic 
relativist postulate is self-contradictory. And with regard to the 
attack on the first premise of the moral argument in general, I 
conclude that neither positivism nor relativism, therefore, suc- 
ceeds in destroying the objective validity of value; in fact, it is 
only in terms of such an objective validity that human actions 
become meaningful at all. 

(2) Attack on the second premise: the denial that the 
objectivity of value implies its complete embodiment 
in an eternal mind. 

(a) Logical Idealism: the supreme end subsists eter- 
nally without embodiment in mind. (Footnote 14: The 
phrase logical idealism is borrowed from C. C. Mac- 


intosh, The Problem of Religious Knowledge, p. 
147f.) 

(i) The position stated.---Logical idealism holds that, while 
the objectivity of value is undeniable, the supreme end may yet 
subsist eternally without being fully embodied in any particular 
mind: the realm of value is transsubjective and subsists eter- 
nally as a universal ideal or group of ideals. Thus the position 
may be characterized as: Logical, since it asserts that value 
transcends, in its eternal validity, any psychological dependence 
on particular finite selves which envisage the supreme end; /de- 
alism, since it nevertheless denies that the supreme end is fully 
embodied in an existent being. Since therefore the supreme end 
is not thus embodied, the inference to God from the objectivity 
of value is unjustified. 

(ii) The position refuted.---It seems to me that this view has 
already been refuted in my summary statement of the moral ar- 
gument itself, for we there argued that it is of the very nature of 
a Supreme end that it be thus fully embodied in an existent eter- 
nal mind. But to consider the theory on its own merits: 

(a) The assertion that the good is transsubjective but not em- 
bodied in an existent being is ultimately self-contradictory. For 
what is meant by saying that the supreme end is objectively 
valid independently of its recognition by any particular finite 
mind? 

Either this realm of values exists or not. If it does not exist, 
what is the significance of asserting its objective validity? The 
attribution of such a predicate means that the datum in question 
possesses an ob- [[240]] jective reality which is determinative 
of propositions about it. If it does exist, what is the meaning of 
abstracting from it the predicate of being? I should think any- 
one would admit that whatever exists has being. Thus in either 
case, it turns out that objectively valid and eternal value has ob- 
jective and eternal being: and this means that the proposition--- 
the good is objective and eternal but not existentially embodied- 


--is self-contradictory; for it amounts to stating that an entity 
which is objective is nevertheless not objective. 

But to say that the good has objective and eternal being is 
precisely the same as saying that the good is a fully embodied 
existent or reality: and thus logical idealism is transcended. 

(b) The same point may be stated in another way: if the su- 
preme end has objective and absolute validity, there must be a 
metaphysical ground of this absoluteness: for nothing exists 
which does not possess the determinate conditions of its exis- 
tence. Now either the supreme end contains its own ground of 
existence or not. But if it does not, then it is not the supreme 
end; for the validity of a supreme end, and hence its objectivity 
and reality, must, be self-contained, else the alleged end would 
not be supreme, since its status even as an end would then de- 
pend upon some other reality. Thus the supreme end contains 
its own ground of existence: 1.e., it is the self-existent being, the 
absolute that thought had originally posited in the cosmological 
argument. And thus again the conclusion emerges that the su- 
preme end is fully realized in a self-existent being. 

It is concluded that logical idealism is self-contradictory in 
its assertion that absolute value or the supreme end is not objec- 
tively embodied in a self-existent being. That such a being is 
an eternal mind has already been explained above in our sum- 
mary of the moral argument itself. 

(b) Postulationism: the objective existence of God as 
a regulative ideal. 

(i) The position stated.---This view, as expounded by Kant 
for example, holds that the unconditional character of moral ob- 
ligation involves the existence of God as a regulative ideal or 
postulate of practical reason: i.e., the existence of God is a hy- 
pothesis which renders the concept of the highest good intelli- 
gible and reasonable to us, but this condition of intelligibility is 
not a condition of objective existence. 

Thus Kant says: 


[indent] I find that the moral principle admits this concept 
[of the highest good] as possible only under the presupposition 
of an Author of the world having the highest perfection. . . . 
These postulates are not theoretical dogmas but presuppositions 
of necessarily practical import; thus, while they do not extend 
speculative knowledge, they give objective reality to the ideas 
of speculative reason in general . . . and they justify it in hold- 
ing to concepts the possibility of which it could not otherwise 
even venture to affirm. .. . We thereby know neither the nature 
of our soul . . . nor the Supreme Being as they are in them- 
selves... . All that is comprehended is that such a causality is 
postulated through the moral law and for its sake. (Footnote 15: 
I. Kant, Critique of Practical Reason and other Writings in 
Moral Philosophy, pp. 242, 234, 236.) 


Kant's primary argument from the categorical imperative to 
the theistic postulate is that the highest good must involve hap- 
piness proportional to morality and the existence of God is the 
sole cause adequate to this effect. (Footnote 16: Ibid., p. 227f.) 
Since this argument seems to me vague and ambiguous, I have 
no intention of attempting to justify theism on such a basis. 

But Kant has a second argument---similar to that expounded 
in the preceding pages---that the possibility of a highest derived 
good, say in the world or in our individual moral experience, 
involves and rests upon "the postulate of the reality of a highest 
original good, namely, the existence of God." (Footnote 17: 
Ibid., p. 228.) Here, as it seems to me, Kant is on solid ground. 
Yet as noted above, theism for Kant has only a regulative or 
postulational or hypothetical character. 

Thus Kant's point in response to our argument from the ob- 
jectivity of value would be that we have illegitimately pushed 
what is no more than a postulate to that which is objectively ex- 
istent: the conditions of intelligibility should not be made 
conditions of objective existence in this manner. (Footnote 18: 


ditions of objective existence in this manner. (Footnote 18: For 
modern exponents of the categorical imperative along Kantian 
lines, see W. G. de Burgh, in British Academy (1935), pp. 75- 
99; W. A. Wick, in Philosophical Review (January, 1953), p. 
19f.) 

(ii) The position refuted. 

(a) The principal thrust of postulationism is thus that while 
we necessarily posit the existence of God as the only mode of 
making the highest good intelligible to us, this does not mean 
that God necessarily exists. The general contention underlying 
this assertion---that [[242]] the categories of thought are not 
necessarily those of things---has already been refuted in our 
analysis of Kant in Part I and it is to be subjected to further 
refutation in Section B of the present part, Chapter III. The 
reader is therefore referred to these contexts for the detailed 
refutation. 

(b) In general, the assertion that the conditions of 
intelligibility are not the conditions of objective existence 
reduces to a_ self-contradictory skepticism which makes 
knowledge impossible by hypothesis. If what I must conceive, 
when starting from existential premises---in this case, the 
objectivity of value and the unconditional character of the 
moral law---is not objectively the case, hen the knowledge at 
every level is impossible. For everything that I know is known 
in terms of what I must rationally conceive, for various 
existential reasons. And this is as true of the moral law as of 
anything else. But the position that knowledge is impossible is 
selfScnatrahectohale position of postulationism rests on such a 
skeptical theory of knowledge and is thus self-contradictory, I 
conclude that the position in no way debars the moral argument 
from concluding the existence of an absolute and eternal being 
whose nature fully embodies the highest good. 

(3) Conclusion on the proposed alternatives. Every pro- 
posed barrier to the moral argument---from positivism to postu- 


lationism---has been shown to be self-contradictory and invalid. 
And thus the gate of reason opens at last upon the borders of 
her promised land: the facts of intelligent activity and moral 
experience being us face to face with the fullest embodiment of 
the highest good, or God! 


Conclusion on the Teleolo gical Argument 


The whole gamut of experience, from the constituency of 
the basal material elements to the highest reaches of moral life 
that are humanly attainable, thus implies, involves, and necessi- 
tates the rational conclusion that beyond and beneath this whole 
system of expanding cosmic realization there stands an eternal 
intelligent will whose nature is absolute goodness and whose 
name is God! 

And thus reason stands upon the limit of nature's revelation, 
confident that her fruits have fully ripened in a theistic world. 
And when all has been said she dares to stand on the scaffold of 
the world itself and declare as over against this complex struc- 
ture of experience that nature cries aloud with her message of 
hope that God is real! [[243]] 


Part III 


NATURAL THEOLOGY 
AND THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 


SECTION B 


An Answer to Objections Against 
the Theist Arguments [[244-245]] 


Chapter I 


THE TRANSCENTAL ARGUMENT 
OF MYSTICISM 


Introduction 


Criticism of the theistic arguments has been voluminous, to say 
the very least. It would seem to be the case that vast forces of 
human genius have conspired together for the express purpose 
of destroying the rationality of a theistic philosophy: and thus 
men have turned their minds to destroy the very divine purpose 
for which they themselves exist. This is not to say that every 
critic of argumentative theism is an avowed enemy of theism 
itself: yet the effect is the same, for a theism which rests on any 
but rational and experiential considerations eventually destroys 
itself in a world where men are basically rational, even if they 
do volitionally distort the application of rationality from time to 
time. Rationality always stands smiling in the shadows when 
humanity espouses another lover: for she knows that men will 
return to her in the end. The criticism of theistic argumentation 
may be classified as emanating from four distinct sources: first, 
the transcendental argument of mysticism urges that all argu- 
ment for God is invalid because the Divine Reality is not know- 
able by rational intellect; such critics are not bent upon the 
destruction of theism but on the removal of it to some blissful 
superrational realm. Again, the presuppositionalists urge that 
such arguments as may be propounded for theism prove no 


more than the existence of a finite God, and that if they prove 
any God at all they prove a multiplicity of divine beings, there 
being no reason to suppose that all the arguments converge on 
the same being; these thinkers too have no appetite for the an- 
nihilation of theism but are motivated by a desire to rest the 
case for theism elsewhere than in the possibility of a theistic 
conclusion from argumentative considera- [[246]] tions: insofar 
as this objection, in the mouths of certain Christian thinkers, 
turns upon the inability of the natural reason to evaluate cor- 
rectly the natural revelation, we have already offered critical 
remarks to remove the objection. (Footnote 1: Cf. Part II, Chap- 
ter III.) 

Third, the reductive argument offered by Kant himself is a 
major source of criticism in this context: His is a doubly reduc- 
tive argument, since he urges that a rational case for God is un- 
tenable, both because the rational categories admit of no fruitful 
application beyond the limits of possible sense-experience--- 
thus reducing the sphere of reason to a specifically restricted 
area, and because he attempts to show that the whole structure 
of theistic argumentation reduces to the a prior and invalid 
form of the ontological argument, so that the entire rational edi- 
fice of theism thus vanishes. The principal motivation of Kant 
is, again, not the elimination of a theistic view, but the shifting 
of its base from a speculative rational structure to a regulative 
moral structure: God does indeed exist, even for Kant, but He 
exists as a regulative ideal for moral life, not as the first cause 
of either the phenomenal or noumenal worlds. 

The three sources of criticism just distinguished are sharply 
to be differentiated from the destructive argument of critical 
naturalism. whereas the former criticisms are designed to reori- 
ent the case for theism, the principal motivation of the naturalis- 
tic camp in philosophy is the crucifixion of theism on the cross 
of nature without the hope of subsequent resurrection. The ar- 
gument proceeds by attacking the theistic evidences in isolation 


with the express purpose, usually, of destroying theism in favor 
of a bias which asserts nature itself to be the only reality. 

With such prefatory remarks in view, we proceed to address 
our mind to the task of undercutting this entire structure of ob- 
jection. While few may have gone our way before, yet it is true 
that a million philosophers, like Frenchmen, can be wrong. 


THE TRANSCENDENTAL ARGUMENT OF MYSTICISM 
The Argument Stated 


The proponent of this first major type of objection urges that 
God cannot be known by intellectual processes because He is 
ineffable, indescribable, and intellectually incomprehensible. 
Consequently, any process of argument that purports to result in 
meaningful predi [[247]] cation about God is impossible. This 
does not mean that God is absolutely unknowable, but merely 
that He is unknowable by thought: He can be known in an m- 
mediate experience or intuitive consciousness of union with the 
One through a process of renunciation which is primarily moral 
rather than intellectual. 

Thus the mystics express their objection in words like the 
following: "The superessential Trinity and Over-God . . . is nei- 
ther an object of intellectual nor of sensible perception, nor is 
he absolutely anything of things existing. . .. He can neither be 
affirmed nor denied. . . . God is far above all predicates." (Foot- 
note 2: Dionysius; quoted in D. C. Macintosh, The Problem of 
Religious Knowledge, p. 18.) Or again: "All that the under- 
standing may comprehend, all that the will may be satisfied 
with, all that the imagination may conceive, is most unlike God 
and most disproportionate to him." (Footnote 4: Eckhart; /bid., 
<<comma inserted>> p. 19.) The objection is therefore that al- 
though God can be known directly and immediately through an 


inner experience, yet what He is cannot be conceptually known, 
for God as the absolute Being, is indescribable, since any d- 
leged description could not be true without prescribing limita- 
tions to His absoluteness. 


The Argument Criticized 
Difficulties of the Position 


There is a sense in which a critical analysis of this transcen- 
dental argument of mysticism is love's labor lost: for if the ob- 
jection is characterized by the denial that rationality may be 
fruitfully applied in the knowledge of God, then all rational ob- 
jections will fall on deaf ears so far as the mystic himself is 
concerned. On the other hand, if we can show that the very 
contention itself is self-contradictory and unintelligible, the ob- 
jection will at least be allocated to the region of insignificance. 
One further introductory remark is appropriate: while it is our 
intention to destroy the objection itself as an obstacle to the 
possibility of argumentative theism, it is not our motive to deny 
the possibility of an intimate personal knowledge of God 
through spiritual experience. 

The objection is either self-contradictory or meaningless. --- 
It must be the case that either the assertion, that God is wn- 
knowable, is intended to be rationally apprehensible or not: a- 
ther it is itself a theory about God or it is meaningless. If it is 
itself a theory, it so far [[248]] renounces its own foundations 
and turns back upon itself: for it is the theory that no theory 
about God is possible, which is self-contradictory. Further- 
more, as a theory, it purports to be an interpretation of factors in 
human experience: in this case, of the factors involved in a spe- 
cialized mystical experience with God. Hence, no argument 
against the possibility of concluding God from facts of experi- 


ence can be asserted, for this last theory is generically similar to 
the mystical assertion itself in that both approaches claim to be 
an interpretation of factors in experience. To sum up the whole 
point: because the mystical objection is itself a theory, it cannot 
impugn argumentative theism on the ground that it is an intel- 
lectual theory; yet this criticism is precisely the point of the ob- 
jection. 

But suppose that the original assertion is not intended to be 
rationally apprehensible and is therefore not a theory. In this 
case, the objection is meaningless: it is merely a jumble of 
noises or a collection of unintelligible marks on a sheet of pa- 
per. And it follows that no objection is possible, for meaning- 
less noises and unintelligible marks hardly constitute an 
objection. At any rate, it does not occur to us to refute this type 
of criticism. 

The assertion, that God is unknowable by intellect but 
knowable by experience, embodies a basic confusion.---Even 
granting the possibility of an intuitive or direct nowledge of 
God without the mediation of sensa, this knowledge must be 
apprehended by the rational or categorical structure of the intel- 
lect, else it cannot appear as experience at all. To recognize an 
object of experience in particular is the function of the intellect 
or mind. Now if the experience of God is not the experience of 
something in particular, then it is the experience of nothing in 
particular and hence not of God or of anything else. 

Does the mystic know experientially that God exists? If not, 
then the whole position reduces to the baseless assumption that 
God is unknowable---an assumption yet to be refuted in the se- 
quel. If so, then the mystic must have an awareness of God as 
an experienced object: now such an awareness would either n- 
volve the intellectual functioning of the categorical structure, or 
it would be a completely indeterminate experience. But a com- 
pletely indeterminate experience is an experience of nothing 
and hence not an experience at all. It must be then that the ex- 


perience of God is either nonexistent or it [[249]] involves an 
intellectual awareness of the Object: in either case, there can be 
no objection on principle to argumentative theism. 

The theory involves a double self-contradiction.---In the first 
place, the objection denies the application of predicates to God 
and yet predicates of Him that He is indescribable, unlimited, 
existent, unitary, and so on. Either these terms are themselves 
predicates or they are meaningless: hence, the criticism asserts 
that predicates both can and cannot be predicated of God at the 
same time and in the same manner---which is logically ridicu- 
lous. The predication of indescribability itself 1s grounded in 
the conviction that God is unlimited and absolute: now either 
the predicate absoluteness is itself meaningful and hence God is 
not indescribably, or else the predicate is meaningless and then 
there is no ground for asserting indescribability. In either case, 
the objection is invalid. 

Again, if the criticism is taken as an intellectual theory, it 
asserts that God both is and is not unknowable in precisely the 
same way. If God is unknowable, then it cannot be known that 
He is such. But if He is knowable, then He cannot be described 
as unknowable. It follows that either God does not exist at all 
(which is not a question in point here) or He is describable and 
knowable. Unless definite predicates can be asserted of God 
He resolves into nothing: and surely an experience of nothing is 
hardly one of God. 

A final remark might be made to the effect that when God is 
described as incomprehensible out of the motivation to save His 
absoluteness, such absoluteness is denied in any case, both be- 
cause an indescribable God is nothing and hence is not abso- 
lute, and because such a God would lack the powers of self- 
limitation and self-revelation, powers which enter into the 
meaning of absoluteness itself, as our subsequent discussion 
will abundantly verify. 


Conclusion 


It is therefore concluded that the objection reduces at every 
level to self-contradiction and hence forms no valid argument 
against the attempt to conclude God's existence from the data of 
objective and subjective experience. The objection is guilty a- 
ther of meaninglessness or of the very inductive and rational 
procedures for the use of which it attempts to impugn natural 
theology. Hence the criticism is unsustained and argumentative 
theism is so far forth victorious. 


Chapter II 


THE EXPANSIVE-LIMITING ARGUMENT 
OF PRESUPPOSITIONALISM 


The second type of objection to be considered is that which 
urges that the only God that can be established on the basis of 
natural revelation is a finite god and that therefore the argu- 
ments may be interpreted to establish, if anything, the existence 
of a plurality of gods, since no argument leads to an infinite 
God and since there is no reason why all the arguments con- 
clude the same God. 


The Argument that God is Finite 


Summary of the Argument 


The assertion that a consideration of the natural revelation 
leads, if to any God, to the existence of a God who is but finite, 
has proceeded upon four similar but distinguishable grounds: 
the first is that the cause need be no more than finite, since the 
effect to be accounted for is itself finite---a finite universe does 
not require explanation by positing the existence of an abso- 
lutely infinite being; the second ground is that any argument to 
a first cause, being based on experience, can do no more than 
refund or exchange the qualities of experience itself---and if 
this is the case, we may as well rest content with the self- 
sufficiency of the world whole; the third ground is that the 
cause thus found is necessarily related to the world as to an ef- 
fect and is therefore, by virtue of this relation, not an infinite or 
necessary being; the final ground for asserting that experience 
yields only a finite god is that the existence of an infinite and 
necessary being is incompatible either with the required good- 
ness of such a being or with the presence in the world of ulti- 
mate and irreducible evils. This last ground of objection, since 
it emanates primarily from the naturalistic camp of philoso- 
phers, will be considered in connection with the refutation of 
naturalistic objections in Chapter IV of this present section. We 
proceed immediately therefore to the consideration of the first 
three grounds of objection as outlined above. 


First Ground of Finitude in God: 
the Finiteness of the Effect to Be Explained 


Statement of the argument. ---Even if a causal argument for the 
existence of God is valid, the god concluded is no more than 
finite, for the world itself, if the causal argument is applicable, 
is a finite effect. This point has been urged by numerous 
classes of thinkers: Carnell (Footnote 1: E. J. Carnell, An Intro- 
duction to Christian Apologetics, pp. 129, 131.), Clark (Foot- 


note 2: G. H. Clark, A Christian Philosophy of Education, p. 
4O.), Henry (Footnote 3: C. F. H. Henry, Remaking the Modern 
Mind, p. 198.), Hume (Footnote 4: David Hume, Hume Selec- 
tions (Scribner), p. 329.), Strong (Footnote 5: A. H. Strong, Sys- 
tematic Theology, p. 74.), and a host of others have given it 
expression. Carnell's statement may be taken as typical: and 
indeed it is the presuppositionalist school that has championed 
this criticism in contemporary theological and philosophical 
circles. Thus Carnell, following Hume, writes: "One may in- 
ductively introduce no more to explain an effect than a cause 
great enough to account for the effect, but no greater. . . . The 
finite universe does not require for its explanation the existence 
of an infinite cause." (Footnote 6: Op. cit., pp. 129, 131.) It is 
quite true that the cause of the universe may be infinite, but the 
finite universe affords no ground for asserting this to be the 
case. After all, a mechanic may have on purple socks when he 
fixes your car, but the repaired automobile can give no evidence 
of this unless he leaves the socks in your car. And by common 
consent, God does not leave His infinity in the finite universe: 
otherwise no causal argument would be broached at all. 
Refutation of the argument. ---In point of fact, the objection, 
that the theistic arguments prove only a finite god, seems to in- 
volve a complete misunderstanding of the entire structure of 
theistic argumentation. It is certainly the case that a cause need 
be no greater than is sufficient for the explanation of its effect. 
But when the whole finite, space-time universe is explained in 
terms of some extraneous cause posited to explain its existence 
is it a sufficient explanation of such a universe to assert that its 
cause need be no more than finite? A finite being is one that 
stands in such relations to some other ex- [[252]] istence or ex- 
istences that its own being is subject to limitations that are not 
self-involved: or briefly a finite being is one which depends 
upon some other reality for its existence. But upon what such 
reality does God Himself depend? Upon the world? But then 


the world would not have required explanation in terms of 
God's existence in the first place. Upon what being then does 
this finite god depend for his existence? Upon some other, as 
yet unknown finite being? But then the same question remains. 
And since, as we have tried to show and will yet establish more 
firmly, an endless series of such finite beings is logically incon- 
ceivable, the series must end in the positing of an absolutely in- 
finite being as the only sufficient explanation of any finite 
reality, be it god or world. 

The causal argument, then, does not state merely that a finite 
world requires a cause, but that the whole series of finite causes 
must logically mount to the assertion that an absolutely neces- 
sary being exists. Now such a being is one which contains the 
grounds of its existence within itself and which sustains rela- 
tions only to such other realities as are its own concretions or, if 
you like, creations. But self-existence is exactly the meaning of 
infinity as an attribute of God: an infinite being is precisely a 
being the determinate conditions of whose existence are entirely 
self-contained. If therefore the causal argument is valid at all, it 
establishes the existence of an absolutely infinite being. If God 
were finite, hen rationality would conclude from that very fi- 
nite being the existence of an absolutely infinite being as its ul- 
timate ground of existence, and then such a finite god would 
not be the conclusion of the argument. Multiply your finite 
gods as you will: beyond them all stands that one infinite Being 
that is truly God and that robs all lesser gods of their premature 
claim to deity. Consequently, we conclude that no ground for 
asserting the finiteness of God exists by virtue of the finite 
status of the total space-time universe, but that rather the admis- 
sion that the universe is finite involves the very truth that the 
objection purports to deny. 


Second Ground of Finitude in God: 


The Reciprocal Character 
of Any Argument from Experience 


Statement of the argument. ---This phase of the objection is 
most effectively stated by W. E. Hocking: 


[indent] If we could prove a first and conscious cause, still 
we could prove only such cause as is equivalent to his effect. . . 
. A very [[253]] limited Being would this be, a God who is only 
as great as his world .. . and finally only as real. By such ways 
we can only reach a being in whom the qualities of experience 
are refunded, without change or heightening. But in such case, 
we may as well believe in the world as we find it; and proceed 
with our work of mastering it, without reference to God. (Foot- 
note 7: W. E. Hocking, The Meaning of God in Human Experi- 
ence, p. 305.) 


The substance of the objection is therefore this: any argument 
to a first cause, being based on experience, can do no more than 
refund or exchange the qualities of experience itself. And if 
this is the case we may as well rest content with the world as 
we find it and not attempt to argue to a first cause in the first 
place. 

Refutation of the argument. ---This argument is basically the 
Kantian criticism that the rational categories cannot be mean- 
ingfully employed to assert, on the basis of experience, exis- 
tences which transcend the realm of possible experience in 
sensation. In the degree to which Hocking's criticism embodies 
this Kantian point of view, we have already refuted the conten- 
tion in our criticism of Kant's point of view itself by showing 
that the objection ultimately results in skepticism. (Footnote 8: 
Cf. Part I, Chapters I, II.) 

Yet a brief analysis of the application of this contention in 
the present context will serve to establish the invalidity of the 


objection. It is true that the arguments for God are formulated 
to account for the total data of experience. But the very heart of 
theistic argumentation, especially in the cosmological argu- 
ment, is that a mere refund or exchange does not account for 
these very data in question. If the world needs any explanation 
in terms of an adequate cause, such cause must transcend fini- 
tude and contingency in an embodiment of infinity and neces- 
sity. This follows, in the first instance, from a consideration of 
the fact that if an alleged cause of the world really were the first 
cause, its existence would not involve dependence on any fac- 
tors except those within its own nature: and such self-existence 
is the meaning of necessity and infinity. The same conclusion 
follows, in the second instance, from the fact that if the argu- 
ment did not lead to such an infinite and necessary being, the 
same logic, that led from the present world order to a "first" 
cause, would, in the case of a mere "refunded" cause, lead be- 
yond the so-called first cause itself to a necessary and infinite 
being as its only adequate explanation. [[254]] Multiply inter- 
mediate "first" causes as you like: the last stand of logical 
analysis concludes an absolutely infinite existence. 

A mere refund of experience, then, explains no more than 
the present world order, since it would be of the same finite and 
contingent character. Consequently, either no causal argument 
is possible and rationally necessary, or such an argument leads, 
not to a "refund of experience," but to an absolutely necessary 
and infinite being. But a causal explanation of the world order 
is necessary, as we have attempted to show, both in terms of the 
contingency of that order and in terms of the logical impossibi- 
ity of an infinite series of actual existents. Consequently, the 
causal argument does conclude the existence of a being that 
transcends the contingencies of experience itself, and hence the 
second ground for asserting finitude in God is likewise invalid. 


Third Ground of Finitude in God: 
The Necessary Relation of 
the Cause to the World as an Effect 


Statement of the argument. ---Since the cause posited to explain 
the world is necessarily related to the world as to an effect, it 
therefore stands under a limitation and is consequently not an 
infinite or necessary being. his argument is urged, for example, 
by Cornelius VanTil in his critique of the ontological argument 
and, by implication, of the whole structure of theistic argumen- 
tation. VanTil affirms that since the argument depends on the 
idea of the imperfect or relative in order to get to the idea of a 
most perfect or absolute, it therefore proves no more than a fi- 
nite god, if that. "It proves an Absolute Being who is necessar- 
ily related to a finite being. Thus non-being is given an original 
status as over against God." (Footnote 9: Cornelius VanTil, 
Christian Apologetics, p. 34.) John Caird states the objection in 
a slightly different, though basically similar, fashion: God is 
neither infinite nor necessary in terms of the cosmological ar- 
gument, he urges. He is not infinite, for the world still exists as 
a limit to such a being and reduces it to a finite; He is not nec- 
essary, for, like any cause, the ground of the world is as much 
conditioned by the effect as the effect is conditioned by it. 
Hence, the causal argument concludes no more than a finite be- 
ing. (Footnote 10: John Caird, An Introduction to the Philoso- 
phy of Religion, p. 138.) 

Refutation of the argument. ---Insofar as this argument de- 
pends upon the general assertion that the cause of the world 1s 
finite, it is open to all the objections mentioned under the pre- 
ceding headings. [[255]] Supposing the objection to be valid 
and the cause of the world to be finite then the same logic 
which led to the positing of a cause for the world at all would 
lead to the positing of a cause for this finite cause and so on un- 
til logic rests in an infinite being. Now either logic and intellect 


cannot conceive or know the outcome of this problem, or the 
series of causes cannot go on to infinite. Now if the former is 
the case, then no argument of any kind is possible, there being 
no reason for restricting the sphere of rational activity without 
discrediting its validity altogether; moreover, to put it differ- 
ently, there is reduction to self-contradiction, for the very 
statement---this problem is logically insoluble---depends upon 
the assumed validity of logic to understand the problem. It fol 
lows that logic and intellect can broach an answer to this prob- 
lem and that therefore the series of causes cannot go on to 
infinity, so that at some point an infinite and necessary cause 
must be posited. 

But that aspect of the present objection, which differentiates 
it from preceding objections, is the assertion that the posited 
cause, being necessarily related to the effect (whether meta- 
physically, as suggested by Caird, or epistemologically, as sug- 
gested by VanTil), must by that very fact be finite. Now in the 
first place, the objection is grounded upon false concepts of in- 
finity and necessity: for these concepts do not mean that God 
stands in no necessary relation to any other reality, but rather 
that He stands only in such necessary relations as are self- 
involved or posited by His own nature. On any theistic view 
God sustains necessary relations to the whole realm of contin- 
gent being. But the necessity springs, not from any extraneous 
cause, but from the moral and metaphysical necessity of His 
own being. After all, everything that God does is a necessary 
concretion from the interrelation of the divine attributes: other- 
wise, God's creation of the present universe would either be to- 
tally uncaused (which is logically absurd), or it would be 
conditioned by an extraneous cause (which would mean He was 
not God at all). But all this merely means that the rationality of 
God's nature eternally determines His will to action: far from 
making God finite, it is only such a determination that makes 
Him infinite; for if God were determined to act by anything ex- 


cept the rational and moral character of His own being, He 
would then stand under an external limitation and be certainly 
finite. 

To put the answer in slightly different terms, we may pose 
the [[256]] question: does not the present objection undermine 
any theistic view of the world whatever? From the standpoint 
of metaphysics, the objection, as already suggested, moves to 
the assertion of an infinite series of finite causes for the world, 
or else to no extraneous cause at all. But if an infinite series of 
any kind is accepted, there is no reason for transcending the se- 
ries of finite causes and effects which constitute the present 
world order: and the idea of such a self-sufficient world is pre- 
cisely the naturalistic metaphysic. It need hardly be said that if 
we assert no extraneous cause for the world, a naturalistic view 
is posited at once. 

From the standpoint of epistemology (and here VanTil is es- 
pecially in view: since his argument seems to assert that God's 
finitude is involved in the notion that He can be known through 
a necessary relation to finite being) the result is ultimately the 
same. VanTil seems to me to be ambiguous here. Does he 
mean this necessary relation to finite being as a dependence of 
the idea of the absolute being on the idea of relative being? Or 
does he mean that the Absolute Being is thus known as neces- 
sarily related to a finite knower who uses the argument? In the 
first case two observations are in order: first, why should the 
fact that God is concluded from the existence of relative being 
mean that God is finite? Would it not mean the very opposite? 
For a relative and contingent being requires the existence of an 
absolute and necessary being for its adequate explanation, as I 
have already attempted to show. Again, that God's being 
known from the existence of finite being would involve God's 
finitude can be the case only on the assumption that no passage 
whatever is possible from factors in experience to the existence 
of an absolutely infinite being: but if this is the case, either God 


is unknowable or He does not exist. The first alternative is self- 
contradictory; the second is naturalism. 

But suppose VanTil intends the second possible meaning 
suggested: that the absolute being is finite because He is shown 
to be necessarily related to a finite knower who argues through 
to His existence. This objection would then apply against any 
view that maintains the knowability of God. For suppose God's 
existence to be revealed in some other way than through facts 
of experience available to all rational minds---through special 
revelation, for example, the possibility and actuality of which I 
do not in the least deny. God's reality will either be known 
through this revelation or not. If it is known, it is still known 
relatively to a finite knower: and this is [[257]] true regardless 
of the mode of revelation, so that either God's existence as ab- 
solute is unknowable or else the fact that He is always known 
by a finite knower does not deprive Him of infinity and neces- 
sity in the least. On the other hand, if God's reality is not 
known through such a proposed revelation, the argument ceases 
at once. In any case the objection is either directly invalid and 
unsustained, or it is indirectly thus by asserting the self- 
contradictory proposition that God is unknowable. 

Therefore, whichever meaning is put on VanTil's words, his 
objection reduces to the assertion that God is unknowable, 
which is in turn either self-contradictory or equivalent to the 
bare assertion that God does not exist. Again we land in the 
territory of a naturalistic world view. I consequently conclude 
that the entire objection, both metaphysically and epistemologi- 
cally, undermines any theistic view of the world whatever. 

And thus the third ground for asserting finitude in God goes 
up in the smoke that springs from the fire of rational analysis. 
Either no argument to God is possible at all or else the fact that 
God is necessarily related to finite being does not impose any 
limit whatever upon His infinite and necessary existence. The 


first alternative is not here in point, and the second destroys the 
objection. 


Conclusion 


Assuming the validity of our subsequent solution to the prob- 
lem of evil, it appears that no ground actually exists for assert- 
ing that the God proved by the arguments for theism is a finite 
god. It is rather the case that He is either no god at all, or else 
He is the absolutely infinite God of the highest conceivable the- 
ism. 


The Argument That the Theistic Evidences 
Prove a Plurality of Gods 


Statement of the Argument 


The expansive-limiting argument not only attempts to whit- 
tle the God of nature down to finite proportions, it attempts to 
show that He has comrades in the creative enterprise: not only 
is it asserted that He is a limited being, it is further urged that 
the argument from nature expands God's being by alleging that 
the various arguments prove a plurality of gods. Thus Carnell 
argues: "How can we be assured that the God who is proved in 
the first argument is the same [[258]] Deity who is the Moral 
Governor of the world? . . . There is room for . . . thousands of 
gods." (Footnote 11: Introduction to Christian Apologetics, pp. 
129, 131; cf. also C. F. H. Henry, Remaking the Modern Mind, 
p. 200.) How can we show that the arguments all conclude the 
same being? 


Refutation of the Argument 


Granting the validity of our refutation of the finitude of God, 
we must likewise proscribe the present assertion. For if the ar- 
guments lead to a God that is absolute and infinite at all, then a 
plurality of such gods is logically impossible. This will become 
apparent if we consider in detail the possibility of such a plural- 
ity. 

Each argument used, it is alleged, leads to a different god. 
But obviously, if there are a number of gods, they nevertheless 
collaborated in the production of the present universe. There 
effects are so intricately interwoven that they must be con- 
ceived as co-operating creators. Influential thinkers have, from 
this consideration itself, concluded the impossibility of a plural- 
ity of gods. Thus no less a philosopher than John Stuart Mill 
himself urges: "Monotheism . . . is the only Theism which can 
claim for itself any footing on scientific ground. Every theory 
of the government of the universe by supernatural beings is n- 
consistent, either with the carrying on of that government 
through a continual series of natural antecedents according to 
fixed laws, or with the interdependence of each of these series 
upon all the rest, which are the two most general results of sci- 
ence." (Footnote 12: John Stuart Mill, Three Essays on Relig- 
ion, p. 60.) And G. P. Fisher argues in a similar way when he 
urges that we do after all have at least three considerations 
which preclude polytheism: first, while the world contains a 
plurality of causes, the analogy of our own wills in putting forth 
a plurality of effects should lead us to posit unity in the Deity; 
second, all the data can be accounted for by supposing a single 
self-sufficient being, so that any supposition to the contrary 
would be inconsistent with the law of parsimony (called Or- 
cam's razor, both because it was clearly stated by Occam and 
because it reduces, or "shaves away," excessive explanatory en- 
tities) according to which explanatory hypotheses are not to be 


multiplied beyond necessity; third, "the fact that nature is one 
coherent system proves that the operations of nature spring 
from one and only one Cause." (Footnote 13: G. P. Fisher, 
Manual of Natural Theology, pp. 17, 18.) [[259]] 

It must be conceded, however, that both Mill and Fisher 
overstate the case: for while the human will does show us that a 
single cause can produce a plurality of effects, human experi- 
ence also teaches us that a single, systematically integrated e- 
fect can be produced by a number of numerically different 
agents. As Hume puts the point: "A great number of men join 
in building a house or ship . . . why may not several deities 
combine in contriving and framing a world?" (Footnote 14: 
Hume Selections, pp. 331, 331.) The mere analogy of human 
experience simply teaches us that the creation of the world by a 
single Deity is logically possible: it does not establish the re- 
cessity of the case. As for the law of parsimony, it applies only 
in purely hypothetical cases: and theism, so far as I embrace it, 
has no interest in a hypothetical status. It ought rather to assert 
that a theistic explanation is, not merely a possible, but the only 
possible explanation of the gamut of experience. 

Fortunately, however, the argument against the objection 
can be put in logical form to the effect that, whether the creators 
are infinites or finites, the hypothesis of their plurality is self- 
contradictory. For consider the possibility of such co-operating 
creators. Either they are infinites, and thus stand under no limi- 
tations that are not self-involved; or they are finites, and thus 
stand in limiting relations to one another. Now they cannot be 
absolutes or infinites, for there are two considerations that ren- 
der such a supposition logically untenable. In the first place, an 
absolutely necessary or infinite being is, by definition, the 
ground for the existence of all beings extraneous to itself and 
related to it. Furthermore, if these creators were absolutes, 
there would be no mode for their achieving co-operation in the 
production of a world, for as absolutes they would be totally 


unrelated. If the proposed absolutes are related at all, then they 
are finites, for a finite being is just exactly a being that stands in 
some extraneous relation which is not self-imposed. If it be ob- 
jected that such absolutes might be aware of each others’ exis- 
tence and hence be able to co-operate in the production of a 
universe after all, then the answer is that this very awareness 
destroys their absoluteness, since then they do stand in a rela- 
tion of awareness that did not proceed from a self-imposed or 
self-involved condition. And if it be objected that such aware- 
ness might be self-imposed, this could only mean that the ob- 
jects of that awareness have their ground of existence in the 
particular absolute in question, so that in point of fact these ab- 
solutes [[260]] are illusory and only one of them is a true Abso- 
lute: namely, the one in whose being the awareness of the rest 
was self-involved. Consequently, the notion of a plurality of 
absolute or infinite beings is absurd. 

But suppose the co-operating creators were finites in a rela- 
tion of interdependence. Yet this hypothesis, as we have d- 
ready indicated, is likewise untenable, for then these 
interrelated finites need a necessary existence as the explanation 
of their ground of being and their existence, so that an Absolute 
God is therefore reached at the last outpost of rationality. If the 
universe implies the existence of any God at all, that God is an 
absolutely infinite being, there being no reason, on the opposite 
supposition, for positing a cause of the world at all. E. A. Burtt, 
though he hesitates to press reason to our conclusion, finds that 
if the arguments are sound at all, they do point to a single Be- 
ing: "The creative ultimate established by these reasonings is 
therefore one entity, not a plurality of beings. If the arguments 
are sound, we have proved a single, original, unchangeable, in- 
telligent, supremely perfect being as the necessary ground of 
everything in the cosmos, and such a being is what we mean by 
the word God." (Footnote 15: Types of Religious Philosophy, 
pp. 110, 111.) 


Conclusion 


The expansive-limiting argument against the theistic evi- 
dences attempted to show that the arguments, if valid, prove no 
more than a finite god and that the effect of the same arguments 
would be to conclude a plurality of gods, there being no reason 
for supposing the arguments to converge on the same being. 
Both of these assertions have been shown to be baseless. If 
God is knowable on the basis of the revelation in nature at all, 
the God thus known is a single, absolutely infinite being. Con- 
sequently, the original objection is invalid. [[261]] 


Chapter III 


THE REDUCTIVE ARGUMENT 
OF IMMANUEL KANT 


The Reductive Character of the Kantian Objection 


Kant's criticism of argumentative theism is properly character- 
ized as reductive on a twofold basis: in the first place, Kant at- 
tempts to reduce the application of the rational categories to the 
limits of possible sense experience, and then he attempts to 
show that when these limits are superceded, as in the argument 
to an absolutely necessary being distinct from the world, the re- 
sult is a series of mutually contradictory assertions called m- 
tinomies. In the second place, Kant endeavors to show that the 


great arguments for God all reduce ultimately to the invalid a 
priori ontological argument and therefore share its invalidity. 
As we have already indicated, Kant's motive is not the destruc- 
tion of theism itself, but the shifting of its orientation from the 
realm of theoretical to that of practical reason: the existence of 
God is a regulative ideal that gives ultimate significance to an 
ultimate moral absolute. 


Analysis and Criticism of the First Reduction: 
The Argument from the Antinomies 


The General Thesis 


Kant's contention is that when the rational categories are ap- 
plied beyond the limits of sense-experience, we have already 
answered the objection and shown that in terms of any a priori 
epistemology this objection is invalid, and, further, that empiri- 
cism, the only possible alternative, in the final analy- [[262]] 
sis, reduces to self-contradiction. (Footnote 1: Part I, Chapters I, 
II.) Consequently our present task is merely the negative one of 
showing that the application of the categories beyond the limits 
suggested by Kant, in order to conclude the existence of an ab- 
solutely necessary being, need not and does not imply the con- 
tradictions alleged. Now in this connection the only relevant 
antinomies of Kant concern: first, the conception that the world 
has a beginning in time (although the cosmological argument 
has been stated in rms that do not raise this problem, yet it 
must ultimately be raised); and second, the conception of the 
existence of an absolutely necessary being. Consequently, we 
limit our analysis and critique to these two antinomies. 

Kant's argument is that in the case of both the above concep- 
tions, it is possible to argue with equal cogency for either the 
validity or the invalidity of the concepts in question: to argue, 


that is, that the world both has and has not a beginning in time; 
and that an absolutely necessary being both does and does not 
exist. If this is the case, he urges, then reason must be endeav- 
oring to operate in a sphere where, in its theoretical aspect, it 
does not legitimately belong. 


First Antinomy: 
The World Both Has and Has Not, a Beginning in Time 


Statement of Kant's argument. ---On the one hand, Kant argues, 
the world must have had a beginning in time (and this is the al- 
ternative espoused by an adequate natural theology). For on the 
Opposite supposition it follows that at any given moment of 
time an eternity must have elapsed and hence and infinite series 
of successive conditions or states of things must have taken 
place. But this is impossible since the very notion of infinity 
implies that it never can be completed by such a successive syn- 
thesis. Therefore, the only alternative to an infinite series being 
a beginning in time, "a beginning of the world is a necessary 
condition of its existence." (Footnote 2: Critique of Pure Rea- 
son, p. 241.) 

On the other hand, it is equally necessary to argue that the 
world has had no beginning in time. For on the opposite suppo- 
sition there must have been a void time in which the world did 
not exist, since "a beginning is an existence which is preceded 
by a time in which the thing did not exist." (Footnote 3: Idem.) 
But in such a void or empty time, no origin of the world is pos- 
sible, since "no part of such time contains a dis- [[263]] tinctive 
condition of being in preference to that of nonbeing." (Footnote 
4: Idem.) It follows that the world has had no beginning in 
time. Therefore, since both of these positions are at the same 
time logically necessary and logically impossible, it appears 
that any view which incorporates either of them is an untenable 


position and that in this sphere theoretical reason has tran- 
scended its legitimate field of operation. 

Answer to the argument. ---It appears to us that Kant has ar- 
gued validly in the thesis that the world has had a beginning in 
time. We have ourselves defended such a position in Section A 
of this part of our entire argument. Nor does the thesis involve 
the difficulties that Kant attempts to establish in the proposed 
antithesis that the world has had no beginning in time. Kant 
himself suggests the way out when he says that an escape is 
possible in terms of a different view of time itself, viz., that 
there is no such thing as absolute time, but that time is a form of 
either external or internal perception and not an object at all. 
(Footnote 5: Ibid., pp. 243, 244.) Kant's own view is that time 
is merely a form of our sensibility which we impose upon the 
raw material of sensation. If so, then the contention that the 
beginning of the world in time involves the assumption of void 
time from which no origin could be made is invalid. 

But it is not necessary to asume Kant's purely subjective 
view of time in order to escape the difficulty. We need only 
point out that time is merely a relation among objects that are 
apprehended in an order of succession or that objectively exist 
in such an order: time is a form of perceptual experience and of 
objective processes in the external (to the mind) world. Thus 
the fact that time is a relation among objects or experiences of a 
successive character voids the objection that the beginning of 
the world implies an antecedent wid time: for time, as such a 
relation of succession among experiences or objective proc- 
esses, has no existence whatever apart from these experiences 
or processes themselves. In like manner, for example, the rela- 
tion of fatherhood has no existence apart from a father and his 
progeny. Certainly no one would argue that the existence of the 
relation fatherhood involves a preceding void fatherhood and is 
therefore impossible. In an analogous sense time itself, though 
real enough as a relation, does not need for its beginning an an- 


tecedently existing void time. Hence I conclude that from the 
fact that the world began, [[264]] it does no follow that it there- 
fore must have originated out of a void time: for time has no ex- 
istence apart from the experiences and processes that constitute 
the world itself. 

Furthermore, the assertion that a beginning of the world n- 
volves an antecedently existing void time implies the assump- 
tion that no existence apart from the succession of time is 
possible, that temporal existence could spring only from an an- 
tecedent temporal framework. But this would involve an infi- 
nite series of times. If present temporal existence must have 
arisen from antecedent temporal existence, then that antecedent 
time, void or not, must have arisen from a still more antecedent 
time, and so on. But an infinite series of such successions is in- 
conceivable, as I have indicated in many contexts and as Kant 
himself argues in the thesis. Hence either an origin from an ex- 
istence that transcends temporal sequence is possible and a&- 
tual, or nothing at all can logically exist---which is absurd. 
This, of course, is just the point to which the cosmological ar- 
gument has already brought us; for it argued, in one of its 
forms, from the impossibility of an infinite temporal series to 
the assertion of the existence of an absolutely infinite being de- 
void of succession in its essential nature. The problem of how 
such a being could be related to a world of temporal sequence is 
considered most fully in several contexts of the following chap- 
ter. 

It is therefore concluded that the world has had a beginning 
in time and that Kant's attempt to involve this conception in 
self-contradiction is unsuccessful. Reason has thus far tried her 
wings, then, and found them fully able to bear her upward. 


Second Antinomy: 
an Absolutely Necessary Being 


Both Does and Does Not Exist 


Statement of Kant's argument. ---On the one hand, "there ex- 
ists either in, or in connection with the world---either as a part 
of it, or as the cause of it---an absolutely necessary being." 
(Footnote 6: [bid., p. 257.) For the world of experience con- 
tains a series of changes, each of which results from a condition 
which precedes it in time and renders it necessary. But then 
there must be a complete series of conditions up to the abso- 
lutely unconditioned, which is therefore absolutely necessary: 
"it follows that something that is absolutely necessary must ex- 
ist, if change exists as its consequence." (Footnote 7: Idem.) 
Kant then proceeds to argue that this being itself must belong to 
the temporal series "if it gives the series of [[265]] cosmical 
changes its beginning." (Footnote 8: Jdem.) "For, as the begin- 
ning of a series in time is determined only by that which pre- 
cedes it in time, the supreme condition of the beginning of a 
series of changes must exist in the time in which this series t- 
self did not exist." (Footnote 9: dem.) Kant further suggests 
that this being may be "the whole cosmical series itself, or only 
a part of it." (Footnote 10: Ibid., p. 258.) 

On the other hand, it is likewise rationally necessary to &- 
sert that no absolutely necessary being exists, either in the 
world or out of it, as the cause of the world's existence. Such a 
being could not exist in the world, either as the whole series of 
changes and events or as a part of it; for of two possible cases, 
each is self-contradictory. There could not be, in the series of 
cosmical changes, a beginning that is unconditionally necessary 
and uncaused; for this would mean that the beginning was not 
determined in time, and then, by definition, it could not be a 
member of the series of changes which are in time. But neither 
could the whole series be such a necessary being, since then we 
would be asserting, as a necessary being, a whole whose parts 
were all contingent and conditioned: but this is self- 


contradictory, "for the existence of an aggregate cannot be nec- 
essary, if no single part of it possesses necessary existence." 
(Footnote 11: [bid., p. 257.) 

But neither could such a being exist out of and apart from 
the world. For such a cause must originate the cosmical series: 
hence it must begin to act, "and its causality would therefore 
belong to time, and consequently to the sum-total of phenom- 
ena, that is, to the world." (Footnote 12: Jdem.) Or as Kant puts 
it elsewhere, it is illegitimate to pass from a series of condi- 
tioned things "to something which is not itself a member of the 
series. The condition must be taken in exactly the same signifi- 
cation as the relation of the conditioned to its condition in the 
series has been taken." (Footnote 13: Ibid., p. 259.) 

In a later passage, Kant attempts to show that it is not possi- 
ble to escape this difficulty by passing from the sphere of em- 
pirical contingency to that of intellectual contingency (that 1s, 
from the fact that entities change and become different, to the 
assertion that any given entity might be replaced by its contra- 
dictory opposite). (Footnote 14: Ibid., pp. 260, 261.) In [[266]] 
order thus to move the discussion to the sphere of intellectual 
contingency---and thus escape the objection that the absolutely 
necessary being must be a part of the temporal series---it would 
be necessary to show "that in the same time in which the pre- 
ceding state existed, its opposite could have existed in its 
place." (Footnote 15: Idem.) But the mere fact that a thing 
changes does not establish such a contingency. 

From these considerations, it follows that an absolutely nec- 
essary being cannot exist out of the world either. (Footnote 16: 
Tbid., pp. 257, 258.) And thus the result is that no absolutely 
necessary being exists, since it neither exists in the world nor 
apart from it. Thus reason seems to be able to establish both 
the necessity and the impossibility of the existence of an abso- 
lutely necessary being: hence the categories of rationality are 


not fruitfully applicable in this problem, and no theoretical con- 
clusion can be drawn. (Thus saith Kant!) 

Answer to the argument.---In the case of this second antin- 
omy (actually the fourth in Kant's own list), it is impossible to 
espouse the whole thesis as correct, since Kant not only asserts 
there the existence of an absolutely necessary being, but at- 
tempts to argue that this being must itself be a member of the 
temporal series. The argument for an absolutely necessary be- 
ing appears to be valid enough and is in fact merely the formu- 
lation of the cosmological argument. But the second part of the 
thesis ---that the absolute being must belong to the temporal se- 
ries---is a wholly untenable position. Not only has such a view 
been amply refuted in numerous previous contexts, but Kant 
himself, in his formulation of the antithesis that there is no a- 
solutely necessary being, clearly and cogently refutes the notion 
that such a being can be either a part of the temporal series or 
the whole of it, since either of these positions reduces to self- 
contradiction. 

Hence our only relevant task in this connection is to show 
that the assertion of an absolutely necessary being existing 
apart from the world is not subject to the self-contradiction that 
Kant alleges. His relevant argument here is that, since the 
cause of the world must initiate the temporal series, it must be a 
member of the series---and this he has already shown to be m- 
possible. Now there are two ways of escaping the charge that is 
thus leveled against argumentative theism, both of which ways 
seem to me to be legitimate, though the first admittedly post- 
pones the ultimate problem. The first mode of [[267]] escape 
consists in the fact that the whole question may be abstracted 
from the temporal framework by considering the totality of ex- 
istence at a given isolated moment. 

Take, for example, the present moment in which I am writ- 
ing these words. I am holding the pen which writes the words, 
but a whole series of conditions is at this very moment sustain- 


ing my existence, that of the pen, the paper, the ink, and so on, 
until I reach an unconditioned existence which is the cause of 
the totality of present conditions now operating. For the sum 
total of dependent conditions cannot be infinite in number, 
since an infinite number of contemporaneously actual existents 
is logically absurd. Now it can hardly be said that the argument 
assumes the antecedent existence of this extraneously uncondi- 
tioned cause in the temporal series, for the whole series of 
causes up to the unconditioned exists simultaneously. There- 
fore, the objection that the absolutely necessary being does not 
exist apart from the world cannot be maintained on the ground 
that this being itself must have antecedently existed in the tem- 
poral series, for the being exists now and it is just this present 
existence that does sustain the whole series of dependent 
causes. 

Kant's answer here would be, I presume, that I have moved 
the discussion from the sphere of empirical to that of intellec- 
tual contingency, and that this is illegitimate, as indicated pre- 
viously in our discussion of the antinomy itself. But such an 
answer cannot be sustained. For in the first place, the present 
moment, which I considered in the argument, is a real moment 
and hence has empirical existence; so that actually I have not 
moved the argument as alleged, but have merely focused atten- 
tion on the totality of conditions at a given moment; and if it is 
not possible to do this, nothing is possible in argument, for 
every argument abstracts certain elements from a total context 
for the purpose of discussion. But in the second place, it is pos- 
sible anyway to consider whether an entity, say x, as known, is 
a contingent or a necessary being, even apart from its relation to 
the temporal sequence. Of any given particular, it is possible to 
consider the question: can I conceive the nonexistence of this 
datum without self-contradiction? If Kant urges that there may 
be something unknown about the object which imposes the m- 
possibility of such conception, I will answer that objects can 


only be considered insofar as they are known or knowable; that, 
as I have shown repeatedly in other contexts, there could be 
only one such object anyway, [[268]] a plurality of infinite be- 
ings involving logical absurdity; that Kant himself has shown 
that the absolutely necessary being does not exist in the world, 
either as a whole or as a part of it. 

It is granted, however, that this answer to Kant in terms of a 
consideration of the sum total of existing conditions at a given 
moment does postpone the final question, since after all the 
whole temporal series is real, and logical analysis does seek an 
adequate explanation of it. I pass therefore to the second an- 
swer. 

Now Kant maintains that any cause of the temporal series 
must itself be a member of the series. But this assertion can be 
met in two ways: first, if the allegation is true, then the cause 
itself, since it exists in the series of temporal events, must like- 
wise have temporal antecedents or it could not exist, and so on 
to infinity. But an infinite series of such causes is inconceiv- 
able; and furthermore, if the cause does have antecedents--- 
which it must have if it belongs to the temporal series---it is not 
the absolutely necessary being which thought necessarily pos- 
its, for its existence depends on previously existing antecedents: 
which is contrary to the meaning of absolutely necessary exis- 
tence as completely self-contained. Consequently, either noth- 
ing exists, or an absolute being exists which is not a link in an 
antecedently existing temporal series: and since the former d- 
ternative is absurd, the latter must be affirmed. 

But in the second place, if it be said that our analysis does 
not show how a transtemporal cause could bring a temporal se- 
ries into existence, the answer is that time exists only as a rela- 
tion among successive experiences and processes, so that it 
comes into being in connection with the positing of the world 
sequences by the absolutely necessary being. Again we con- 


clude that either nothing exists, or there exists a transtemporal 
reality whose being is characterized by absolute necessity. 

In view of these considerations, we may affirm that while 
every alternative is self-contradictory, the concept of an abso- 
lutely necessary being, existing in transcendence of the tempo- 
ral series, is not thus contradictory. Consequently, the 
argument of this second antinomy collapses. 


Conclusion Concerning the First Reduction 


Since both of Kant's relevant antinomies have been solved, 
we can only conclude that no objection can be brought against 
natural theok [[269]] ogy on the ground that reason encounters 
insoluble self-contradiction in the realms which transcend the 
immediate data of possible sensation. On the contrary, reason 
herself contributes the solution and rises triumphant from the 
fray. 


Analysis and Criticism of the Second Reduction: 
The Argument from Dependence on 
the Ontological Proof 


Summary of Kant's Argument 


In what we have called the second reduction, Kant urges that 
the teleological argument, since it shows the contingency only 
of the form of the world and not of its matter, depends upon the 
cosmological argument as its necessary supplement; but the 
cosmological argument itself reduces to the purely a priori form 
of the ontological argument, as that argument was formulated, 
say, by Anselm or Descartes. Now since the ontological argu- 
ment itself is thus invalid, this means that the whole structure of 


theistic argumentation either collapses or results merely in the 
establishment of an architect of the world's form. Thus the ar- 
gument involves a double reduction: from the teleological to the 
cosmological, and from the cosmological to the ontological. 
Our answer will attempt to show: first, that the former of these 
reductions, while possibly valid, does not vitally affect the 
structure of argumentative theism; and second, that the latter 
reduction is totally invalid. 


Reduction of the Teleological argument to the Cosmological 


Statement of the reduction.---Kant thinks very highly of the 
teleological argument, as the following passage abundantly in- 
dicates: 


[indent] The world around us opens before our view so 
magnificent a spectacle of order, variety, beauty, and confor- 
mity to ends, that whether we pursue our observations into the 
infinity of space in the one direction, or into its illimitable divi- 
sions on the other, whether we regard the world in its greatest 
or its least manifestations---even after we have attained to the 
highest summit of knowledge which our weak minds can reach, 
we find that language in the presence of wonders so inconceiv- 
able has lost its force, and number its power to reckon, nay, 
even thought fails to conceive adequately, and our conception 
of the whole [[270]] dissolves into an astonishment without the 
power of expression---all the more eloquent that it is dumb. . . . 
And thus the universe must sink into the abyss of nothingness, 
unless we admit, that besides this infinite [?] chain of contin- 
gencies, there exists something that is primal and self- 
subsistent---something which, as the cause of this phenomenal 
world, secures its continuance and preservation. (Footnote 17: 
Critique of Pure Reason, p. 348.) 


Thus the sage of Koenigsburg paid tribute to the foe he was 
about to attack. Kant further admits that the positing of a su- 
preme cause is a necessity of the human mind in order to x- 
count for the existence, order, and purpose that the world 
manifests, and that such an implication of God's existence both 
satisfies the rational requirement for parsimony in principles 
and is free from self-contradiction. (Footnote 18: [bid., pp. 348, 
349.) While therefore this procedure is admitted to be reason- 
able, "Wwe cannot approve the claims which this argument al- 
vances to demonstrative certainty and to a reception upon its 
own merits, apart from favor or support by other arguments." 
(Footnote 19: [bid., p. 349.) 

The chief Kantian objection against the teleological argu- 
ment is that it depends upon the cosmological which in turn de- 
pends upon the ontological argument which, though it contains 
the only possible ground of proof for the existence of God in 
the speculative sense, is nevertheless invalid. (Footnote 20: 
Tbid., p. 350.) After all, "the connection and harmony existing 
in the world evidence the contingency of the form merely, but 
not of the matter, that is, of the substance of the world... . This 
proof can at most, therefore, demonstrate the existence of an 
architect of the world, whose efforts are limited by the capabili- 
ties of the material with which he works, but not a creator of 
the world to whom all things are subject." (Footnote 21: Jbid., 
p. 351.) Just so, I cannot infer from a watch, for example, that 
the watchmaker created the materials, but merely that he on- 
ented them to a previsioned end. Since therefore the argument 
does not indicate the existence of an all-sufficient being, it must 
here fall back on the cosmological argument and then upon the 
invalid ontological argument. Thus, so far as the case for the- 
ism is concerned, the entire structure collapses. The predica- 
ment of the natural theologian here is that of the moron who 
began to build his house from the top down until, that is, he 


suddenly found himself [[271]] suspended in mid-air by reason 
of the fact that he stood upon nothing. "Thus the physicothe- 
ological [teleological], failing in its undertaking, recurs in its 
embarrassment to the cosmological argument; and, as this is 
merely the ontological argument in disguise, it executes its de- 
sign solely by the aid of pure reason, although it at first pro- 
fessed to have no connection with this faculty." (Footnote 22: 
Tbid., p. 352.) 

In another place, our philosopher levels a further minor ob- 
jection against the teleological argument. The assumption of a 
designing intelligence, he says, is a necessary condition for 
making the world comprehensible to our reason. But this does 
not mean that the cause of the world actually is or possesses in- 
telligence, for there is no necessary analogy between rational 
conceivability and objective fact. It is indeed legitimate to ren- 
der a concept intelligible by the use of an analogy; yet it cannot 
be inferred that because, in this case, I need the analogy of pur- 
posive adaptation to render the cause of the world conceivable, 
therefore the cause is actually a purposing intelligence. For it is 
illegitimate to argue from the conditions of conceivability to 
those of objective existence. (Footnote 23: Religion within the 
Limits of Reason Alone, p. 59, footnote.) 

Criticism of the reduction.---Two remarks of considerable 
detail may be made about Kant's main reduction here. In the 
first place, all that he actually maintains is that the teleological 
argument is not adequate when considered independently of the 
cosmological. Now this can be readily admitted, since, in the 
final analysis, there are not several arguments for theism, but 
one integrated structure of argumentation proceeding through 
various phases. Consequently, we do not ask the teleological 
argument to evince an all-sufficient being, but merely © show 
us in detail what kind of cause---namely, personal, intelligent, 
and voluntary---we have found in the causal argument. That all 
the arguments, if valid, converge ultimately on the same being 


has already been established. To demand of one of the argu- 
mentative phases that it teach us everything that can be known 
of God is a demand that would destroy any knowledge of God 
at all: for no one holds that God has completely exhausted Him- 
self in His revelation, whether special or natural. 

On the other hand, certain proponents of the design argu- 
ment have attempted to invalidate Kant's reduction and to show 
that the argument does involve creation of the materials of the 
world. Thus [[272]] G. P. Fisher argues that since the proper- 
ties of matter are inseparable from its existence, and since it is 
"in these properties that there lies the capacity of being 
moulded and shaped into the forms that bespeak intelligence," 
(Footnote 24: Manual of Natural Theology, pp. 54, 55.) there- 
fore the realization of purposive ends within the potentialities of 
matter implies the creation of matter with this structure of po- 
tentiality. 

More recently, Tennant has propounded the same argument 
in more convincing form. If the cosmic process involves the 
existence of purposive intelligence, it must be the case that the 
general trend of the process was implicit in the primary colloca- 
tions of matter. (Footnote 25: F. R. Tennant, Philosophical 
Theology, Ul, p. 123.) If it be objected that such properties may 
have emerged from the original basal stuff through an evolu- 
tionary process without being implicit in the stuff, Tennant's 
answer is that "the universe has no environment to evoke from 
it... the emergent." (Footnote 26: Idem.) And he might have 
added that such a position merely shifts the problem to another 
level without solving it at all: for the potentiality of such prop- 
erties must then have been implicit in the original basal stuff, 
and so on. In other words, to state the whole point differently, 
the arrangement of particles so that they build a cosmos in- 
volves and implies the initial determination of the nature of the 
particles themselves: and such a determination is ultimately 
creation. 


Now we ourselves have already granted the substantial va- 
lidity of the point that these thinkers propound: if it is a thor- 
oughly valid analysis, then Kant's reduction is unsustained. Nor 
do I think the objection valid that on this line of reasoning 
every adaptation of means to ends by human intelligence would 
therefore involve creation by that intelligence: for a human in- 
telligence, as we have shown in Section A, is already in an en- 
vironment, the adaptability of which itself requires explanation 
in terms of ultimate purposive intelligence. Matter possessed 
these properties before human intelligence manipulated it. And 
it is this very fact, in part, that points to an ultimate purposive 
intelligence. To say, on the other hand, that God Himself found 
an environment susceptible of adaptation would merely indicate 
that He was not God and would require the positing of some 
still higher purposive intelligence in the metaphysical back- 
ground. 

In fact, however, the teleological argument does reduce to 
the [[273]] cosmological in at least two further ways. First, the 
cosmological argument is required to change the almost infinite 
improbability of chance explanation for the order in the uni- 
verse to an absolute improbability and thus raise the argument 
to the demonstrative level. As we saw in our discussion of the 
teleological argument itself, the hypothesis of chance explana- 
tion in terms of an eternal motion of material elements is almost 
infinitely improbable. But to assert the absolute improbability, 
it was necessary to appeal tot he reduction of infinite series to 
self-contradiction. And this last pomt is an essential element in 
the cosmological argument itself. Second, the teleological a- 
gument is actually a specialized form of the cosmological. For 
it argues that the properties of matter, even as originally situ- 
ated, are not self-explanatory or self-sufficient, but are contin- 
gent and dependent on some higher cause. But this passage 
from contingency to an ultimate cause is the very heart of the 
cosmological argument itself. 


Kant's minor objection to the teleological argument was that 
although I must necessarily conceive the universe in terms of 
purposive intelligence, in order to make the universe compre- 
hensible, this does not impose any condition on the objective 
existence of the cause itself. Now while this objection was se- 
riously proposed by Kant, I hardly think that it will appear seri- 
ous to many minds. For if it be granted that the universe is 
rationally unintelligible apart from the assumption of a pur- 
posive intelligence, such an admission will carry the validity of 
the inference with every mind except that of the skeptic, whose 
position reduces to self-contradiction. 

The objection, of course, is a special case of Kant's conten- 
tion that the categories of the understanding cannot be meaning- 
fully applied beyond the realm of possible sense-experience: 
and we have, in fact, already refuted this position in our discus- 
sion of the Kantian epistemology. If, when I start from existen- 
tial premises (for example, the existence of adaptation in the 
universe), what I must logically conceive is not existentially 
necessary, certain tragic results ensue. First of all, there 
emerges a skeptical theory which reduces to self-contradiction 
and is therefore invalid. For at every level of knowledge, either 
what I must rationally conceive is existentially necessary, when 
I start from existential premises, or knowledge is impossible at 
every such level: but this last alternative is self-contradictory 
and therefore the first must be affirmed. [[273]] 

In the next place, how and why should I reach the concept of 
any cause at all for the universe? For I reach the positing of any 
cause at all---purposive or not---only in terms of what must 1a- 
tionally be conceived. Hence either no cause of the universe 
need be sought---which again is inconceivable because it re- 
quires the self-contradictory infinite series---or what I must 1a- 
tionally conceive when starting from existential premises, is 
true and valid for objective existence itself. And I hardly think 


the philosopher's ass will starve for want of consuming one of 
these alternatives. 

But finally, the objection reduces to self-contradiction im- 
mediately, and not merely in the indirect ways already sug- 
gested. If there is really no analogy between the objectively 
existent and the rationally conceivable, then this fact itself 
could not be known, since the knowledge of it would depend 
upon the existence of the very analogy it denies. For how could 
I affirm, of a reality that is not related to my rational concep- 
tions, that it is not thus related? I therefore conclude that this 
minor objection of Kant is self-contradictory and invalid. 

In connection with the general reduction of the teleological 
argument to the cosmological, we conclude that while the for- 
mer argument does depend upon the latter for its fullest o- 
gency, this fact does not undermine its positive significance in 
the structure of theistic argumentation, unless the cosmological 
argument itself reduces to invalidity---a reduction that we are 
now to refute. 


Reduction of the Cosmological Argument 
to the Ontological 


Statement of the reduction.---The cosmological argument 
begins with experience and passes to the positing of an abso- 
lutely necessary being which is then identified with the ens re- 
alissimum or most real being. (Footnote 27: Critique of Pure 
Reason, p. 339.) "But it is evident that reason has here presup- 
posed that the conception of an ens realissimum is perfectly 
adequate to the conception of a being of absolute necessity, that 
is, that we may infer the existence of the latter from that of the 
former---a proposition which formed the base of the ontological 
argument." (Footnote 28: Ibid., pp. 339, 340.) That is, what we 
have done is to assume that we can argue from the mere con- 


ception of a most real being to the absolute necessity of its exis- 
tence: and this is exactly the ontological argument. [[275]] 

At first sight, Kant's assertion seems arbitrary, but his own 
explanation clarifies the argument. The proposition---every ab- 
solutely necessary being is an ens realissimum---converts to: 
some entia realissima are absolutely necessary beings; and 
then---since no ens realissimum is different from any other---to 
the proposition: Every ens realissimum is a necessary being. 
But since this proposition is determined from the very concep- 
tion involved, Kant urges, it follows that "the mere conception 
of an ens realissimum must possess the additional attribute of 
absolute necessity. But this is exactly what was maintained in 
the ontological argument. . ." (Footnote 29: Ibid., pp. 340, 341.) 
Therefore, since the ontological argument is invalid, the cosmo- 
logical shares its fate. 

Several minor objections to the cosmological argument are 
likewise suggested by Kant. First, the argument involves an 
application of the causal category beyond the limits of the sen- 
suous world; second, it assumes "the impossibility of an infinite 
ascending series of causes in the world of sense" and passes to a 
first cause; third, reason conceives the first cause as the neces- 
sary completion of the series and as removed from all condi- 
tions, but without conditions no concept of necessity is 
possible; and finally, the argument involves the conception of a 
total reality, whereas no empirical experience confirms this 
conception. This last point calls for a word of explanation. 
While the conception of such a total reality is admitted by Kant 
to be logically possible (the criterion of it being the absence of 
contradiction), yet in order to be empirically legitimate, the a- 
gument should proceed from the actuality of such a synthesis of 
the parts as experience presents: but experience can obviously 
present no whole of reality. How then can we argue the contin- 
gency of such a whole reality? (Footnote 30: Ibid., p. 341.) 


Answer to the argument.---To prevent needless repetition, 
the minor objections will be considered first in the order in 
which they have just been cited. With respect to the first we 
answer that the argument has already been refuted. To deny the 
applicability of the causal category in concluding a nonsensu- 
ous reality is to deny the real applicability of the category in the 
sensuous world. For all we have done in the cosmological ar- 
gument is not to apply the category to some abstractly con- 
ceived ideal, but to apply it to the total world of experience and 
infer the necessity of that world's base in an [[276]] Ultimate 
Necessary Reality. To the second minor objection, we answer 
that Kant's own analysis in the antinomies has shown the im- 
possibility of an infinite series of contingent realities. To the 
third objection, we answer, first, that it confuses absolute re- 
cessity of existence with necessary contingency, since a datum, 
the necessity of which is determined by antecedent or extrane- 
ous conditions, is not an absolutely necessary being, but a con- 
tingent being; second, that the absolute necessity of God's 
existence means, not the absence of all conditions, but the com- 
plete determination of all conditions within God's being: that is, 
that the absolutely necessary being is completely  self- 
conditioned or self-contained. 

To the fourth objection, we answer that the essential struc- 
ture of the cosmological argument has no such dependence 
upon the concept of a total reality, since it argues initially from 
the admission that anything at all exists to the assertion that an 
absolutely necessary being exists. Furthermore, the conception 
of a total reality is not actually unjustified. After all, we do ex- 
perience something empirically, as Kant himself would admit. 
Now, either we experience the total of reality or a part of it: if 
the former, then an empirically grounded concept of the total 
reality is admitted at once; if the latter then this part must be 
situated in a larger whole with which it is existentially continu- 
ous---but then, the conception of a total reality is implied or n- 


volved in experience likewise. Thus, in either case, the concep- 
tion of such a reality is not merely logical, but follows from a 
rational analysis of any experience at all. Hence the objection 
is invalid. 

But to consider Kant's main objection: Kant maintains that 
the reduction of the cosmological argument to the ontological 
follows, as Kemp Smith says, from the fact that "if the concept 
of a Being of the highest reality is so completely adequate to 
the concept of necessary existence that they can be regarded as 
identical, the latter must be capable of being derived from the 
former." (Footnote 31: Norman Kemp Smith, A Commentary to 
Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, p. 532.) But is this really the 
case and does this really constitute a reduction of one argument 
to the other? The ontological argument passes from the mere 
idea that the concept of a most real being implies necessity of 
existence, to the assertion of the objective and actual existence 
of the Being. But the cosmological argument does not do this: 
it first establishes the existence of an absolutely necessary being 
on existential premises (for [[277]] example, that I exist). And 
only then does it explain the conclusion of absolutely necessary 
existence: this existence is precisely the ultimate reality to 
which all other reals stand in a relation of contingency; the ab- 
solutely necessary being means the basic reality or most real 
being. If it be objected that the argument assumes that the two 
concepts are convertible, this is readily admitted, but it is de- 
nied that I have concluded the existence of God from either of 
these concepts or from their conceptual identity: rather, I have 
established His existence in an empirical fashion by a consistent 
application of the rational categories to experience. It is to be 
granted that from either of the two concepts in question, the 
other may be inferred, but the objective existence of God is n- 
ferred, not from such an interchange of concepts, but from the 
necessity of positing His objective existence in terms of these 
concepts in order to account for a world that is not self-existent. 


If it be objected that "we cannot deny the possibility of any 
being whatever, however limited, being absolutely necessary. . 
." (Footnote 32: A. C. Ewing, A Short Commentary on Kant's 
Critique of Pure Reason, p. 243.) then the answer is: Kant him- 
self has shown that the absolutely necessary being cannot be 
identified with either the whole or a part of the phenomenal 
world and that "the condition of absolute necessity can be dis- 
covered in but a single being.’ (Footnote 33: Critique of Pure 
Reason, p. 342.) Hence such a being must exist apart from the 
world of phenomena. 

It is therefore concluded that the cosmological argument 
does not reduce to the a priori ontological, but is existentially 
based and therefore valid. Consequently, Kant's attempted te- 
duction is unsustained and fallacious. 


Conclusion on the Kantian Criticism of Argumentative Theism 


Our conclusion can be both brief and decisive: both general 
phases of the Kantian reduction are invalid, not mly with re- 
spect to his attempt to reduce the implications of argumentative 
theism to self-contradiction, but also with respect to his alleged 
reduction <<corrected from "reducion">> of all the theistic ar- 
guments to the ontological. So far as Kant is concerned, there- 
fore, the arguments stand, and reason has successfully rested 
her case. [[278]] 


Chapter IV 


THE DESTRUCTIVE ARGUMENT 
OF CRITICAL NATURALISM 


Preliminary Considerations 


In contrast to the motivation that stimulated the three foregoing 
types of criticism, the express intention of the naturalistic - 
proach to argumentative theism is that of destroying altogether 
the validity of the idea that any Supreme Being exists precisely 
in the sense we have suggested. Although many such critics are 
brilliant exponents of religion gua religion, they deny that God 
has any ontological existence except as an idea in the mind of 
the religious devotee. The method of the destructive attack 
consists in considering the argument in piecemeal fashion, pic k- 
ing away one implicate after another until every frame of refer- 
ence for theism is eliminated, just as an ex eventually fells a 
tree by cutting out one chip at a time. Carl F. H. Henry, refer- 
ring particularly to the teleological argument, aptly character- 
izes this approach when he comments: "Everywhere the edge of 
the argument was blunted by the naturalists, who overexercised 
Occam's razor by whittling away every point of reference for 
design and purpose other than evolutionary process." (Footnote 
1: The Protestant Dilemma, p. 34.) 

Our formulation up to this point has already anticipated and 
answered the vast bulk of these objections en masse: where de- 
tailed consideration has already been granted to a particular ob- 
jection, only a brief summary criticism will appear. In the 
sequel, an attempt has been made to summarize all the major 
objections that have been brought against the structure of theis- 
tic argumentation: but only such objections as apply to a cor- 
rectly constructed argument will be considered. I certainly 
think it no part of my task to defend every formulation of a- 
gumentative theism that has ever been propounded [[279]] from 
a philosopher's desk. Not all the spokesmen cited are philoso- 
phical naturalists in the strict sense, but all attempt to under- 
mine the rational case for theism as built upon the foundations 


of an initial natural theology: hence their lot is implicitly cast 
with the naturalistic approach even though their own meta- 
physical positions may, in some cases, be supernaturalistic or 
even theistic. 

The objections will be considered in the order that follows 
our Own positive considerations of the theistic argument itself, 
attention being first given to the criticism of the cosmological 
argument and then of the teleological. The ontological argu- 
ment has already been sufficiently criticized and shown to be, 
in its a priori form, invalid. 


An Answer to the Objections Against 
the Cosmological Argument 


A. Logical Objections: which attempt to show that the argu- 
ment is logically deficient. 


Because it presupposes that nature must satisfy the intel- 
lect.---As stated by C. D. Broad, this objection urges that the 
cosmological argument is quite correct in its assertion that ordi- 
nary causal explanations, i.e., in terms of a possible infinite se- 
ries, do not prove ultimately satisfying from the intellectual or 
rational point of view: "It rightly denies that explanations in 
terms of ordinary causation, however far back they may be car- 
ried, have any tendency to produce this kind of intellectual sat- 
isfaction." (Footnote 2: C. D. Broad, Religion, Philosophy, and 
Psychical Research, pp. 187.) But while an explanation in 
terms of an absolutely necessary being may be a rational neces- 
sity for the satisfaction of the intellect, "it is not in the least evi- 
dent that nature must be in principle capable of satisfying the 
intellect in this way." (Footnote 3: /bid., p. 188.) In brief, the 
basic supposition, "that nature must be, in principle, capable of 
satisfying the intellect in the way in which it can be satisfied in 


pure mathematics," is unjustified and unjustifiable. (Footnote 4: 
Ibid., p. 187.) Consequently, the argument is invalid, or at least 
subject to an arbitrary acceptance of the presupposition. 

This objection is generically similar to Kant's minor objec- 
tion to the teleological argument in that it urges that the condi- 
tions of rational intelligibility are not necessarily conditions of 
objective fact or existence. The answer will therefore be g- 
proximately the same with only a difference of application. 
[[280]] 

It is true that the argument assumes the intelligibility of the 
universe; assumes, in other words, that the rational categories 
may be fruitfully applied in the understanding of reality at every 
level. Now Broad admits that the argument is thus needed to 
make the universe thoroughly intelligible and rational: to say, 
then, that this is true, will carry the validity of the argument for 
every mind except that of the skeptic, whose position reduces to 
self-contradiction. It appears, then, that Broad's argument al- 
lows the causal proof to carry off the palm of victory. 

Our contention is that the objection reduces to self- 
contradiction. If what I must logically conceive, when I start 
from existential premises (in this case, the contingency of the 
phenomenal world, or the existence of anything at all) is not ex- 
istentially applicable and necessary, then knowledge at every 
level of experience is impossible. For at every level, knowl- 
edge exists only when it is rationally intelligible, only when it 
results from a self-consistent application of the mind's categon- 
cal structure to the data of experience. Therefore, either what I 
must rationally conceive, on existential premises, is objectively 
the case, or no knowledge is possible at all. But the position 
that knowledge is impossible is self-contradictory, since its 
truth involves its falsity. Therefore, what I must rationally con- 
ceive, on existential premises, is objectively the case. 

More immediately, the proposition---the rationally necessary 
is not necessarily the objectively real---reduces directly to self- 


contradiction. Either this proposition itself is rationally con- 
ceivable or not. If it is not, then it is meaningless and the objec- 
tion vanishes. If it is rationally conceivable and intelligible, 
then it must be either a statement about what is objectively and 
actually the case or not. If it is not objectively and actually the 
case, it is false and again the objection collapses. But if it is ob- 
jectively and actually the case, then it is also false, since it tself 
claims that what is rationally necessary is not necessarily actu- 
ally the case. Thus the objection is self-contradictory. 

Now it may be suggested that the word necessarily changes 
the situation and removes the difficulty, since it is maintained 
that the rationally necessary is not necessarily the objectively 
real, and not that it simply is not the objectively real. But this 
objection to our answer also melts before analysis as does the 
objection itself. For that which is not necessarily the case, or 
not necessarily actual, is either false or without sufficient ra- 
tional grounds. If false, then the [[281]] objection cancels out 
and is invalid, for the world necessarily may be dropped. If be- 
lieved without sufficient rational grounds, then we answer: the 
definition may be substituted in the original proposition---the 
rationally necessary is what is believed, without sufficient ra- 
tional grounds, to be actually the case. But surely the proposi- 
tion---the rationally necessary is devoid of sufficient rational 
grounds---is self-contradictory. In either case, then, the original 
objection to our answer is invalid. 

Finally, if it be objected that we have used the rational cate- 
gories to refute an argument which purports to deny their uni- 
versal applicability, then the simple answer is that neither an 
objection nor an answer can be intelligible without the use of 
these categories. I conclude therefore that Broad's objection is 
self-contradictory and hence invalid. 

Because it transfers, to the sphere of objective existence, the 
concept of necessity, which belongs only to the sphere of logical 
validity. ---The cosmological argument purports to establish the 


existence of an absolutely necessary being. But as a matter of 
fact, the words necessary existence have no meaning. for in the 
first place, necessity is a modal predicate that belongs purely to 
a relation between the subject and predicate of a proposition 
which follows logically from given premises, and is not exis- 
tentially meaningful: "Modal assertions cannot be part of any 
primary proposition but belong to a group of secondary propo- 
sitions. That is the group that describes a certain type of rela- 
tion between the subject and the predicate of a primary 
proposition." (Footnote 5: John Laird, Theism and Cosmology, 
p. 99.) 

But in the second place, to state the matter differently, no 
matter of fact or existence can be demonstrated: "Nothing is 
demonstrable, unless the contrary implies a contradiction. 
Nothing that is distinctly conceivable implies a contradiction. 
Whatever we conceive as existent, we can also conceive as 
nonexistent. There is no being, therefore, whose nonexistence 
implies a contradiction. Consequently, there is no being whose 
existence is demonstrable." (Footnote 6: Hume Selections, p. 
355.) 

From these two considerations, it follows that the words 
necessary existence have no meaning and that hence, the cos- 
mological argument is invalid in its assertion that an absolutely 
necessary being exists. 

As stated by Laird, the objection may be shown to be spuri- 
ous in [[282]] the following manner: it is true that necessity is a 
model predicate that does belong (I do not say exclusively) to 
second-order propositions which follow from preceding propo- 
sitions. But if I begin with existential premises and with the 
epistemology that has already been defended, why should I bar 
the conclusion of a syllogism from being existentially meaning- 
ful, that is, from applying to objective fact? In other words, if 
the premises are existentially and epistemologically solid, how 


can I bar the conclusion from being necessary, not only logi- 
cally, but objectively and really? 

The only means of escaping this application from necessary 
validity to necessary existence are two: first, to deny the exis- 
tential or epistemological truth of the premises (for example, to 
say that the facts may lead to a different conclusion, or that the 
concept of causality involved is untenable---such objections are 
answered in the sequel), but the objection of Laird does not 
make this claim; second, to deny that the logically necessary is 
existentially actual, but this position is self-contradictory as 
shown in our consideration of Broad's objection above. In a- 
ther case, the objection is unsustained. 

What we have just said is, by implication, also an answer to 
Hume's argument, which is essentially similar to Laird's as it 
assumes that demonstration, or the assertion of necessity, be- 
longs only to the sphere of logical conceptions. But a criticism 
of Hume's form of the argument may be enlightening. It is true 
that nothing is demonstrable unless the contrary implies a con- 
tradiction. But it is not true that whatever we conceive as exis- 
tent we can also conceive as nonexistent without self- 
contradiction: for a series of such contingent entities could not 
logically be infinite, the idea of an infinite series of actual exis- 
tents involving, as it does, a direct contradiction. That the non- 
existence of which is conceivable, must derive its existence 
from another and so on, until the mind must ultimately come to 
rest in the affirmation that there exists a being that is absolutely 
necessary and cannot be conceived as nonexistent. The idea of 
such an absolutely necessary being is a distinctly conceivable 
and coherent concept: it is that self-contained existence to 
which all other reals are dependently related. Now if it be ob- 
jected that what the mind must conceive on existential premises 
is not necessarily actual, even the slowest of my readers knows 
the answer to that one by now. Consequently, Hume's form of 


the objection is unsustained. And it follows that the entire ob- 
jection, being self-contradictory, is invalid. [[283]] 

Because it involves the fallacy of composition.---"The fal- 
lacy of composition occurs when one reasons from properties of 
constituent parts of a whole to the properties of the whole t- 
self." (Footnote 7: W. H. Werkmeister, An Introduction to 
Critical Thinking, p. 32.) Now it is objected that the cosmo- 
logical argument commits this fallacy in at least two ways. In 
the first place, the argument assumes that because particular 
parts of the world, or even everything in the world, might be 
contingent or be effects, therefore the world itself is contingent 
or is an effect. Thus Laird argues that "even if everything in the 
world were an effect . . . the world itself need not be an effect." 
(Footnote 8: Laird, op. cit., p. 95.) Or as Hume puts the point, 
most ironically: "Can a conclusion, with any propriety, be trans- 
ferred from parts to the whole? Does not the great dispropor- 
tion bar all comparison and inference? From observing the 
growth of a hair, can we learn anything concerning the genera- 
tion of aman?" (Footnote 9: Op. cit., p. 308.) 

But the same fallacy is allegedly committed in another man- 
ner: the cosmological argument assumes that, because parts of 
the world may be made the subject of empirically justifiable 
propositions, therefore such propositions may be made about 
the world-as-a-whole: but "it seems questionable whether the 
world-as-a-whole can ever be the subject of empirically justifi- 
able propositions." (Footnote 10: S. P. Lamprecht, "Naturalism 
and Religion,” in Krikorian, Y. H. (ed.), Naturalism and the 
Human Spirit, p. 34.) 

Since the argument in question commits the proposed fal- 
lacy in the manners alleged, it is invalid. 

Against the charge that the compositional fallacy is commit- 
ted by inferring from the contingency of parts of the world that 
the world-whole is contingent, we answer as follows: first, the 
argument can be formulated in such a way that no such transfer 


is involved. The detailed attempt to accomplish this task is 
found in our previous positive formulation of the cosmological 
argument, to which reference should here be made. 

But even if the argument could not be formulated without 
such a transfer, it would not, on that account, be invalid, for the 
fallacy of composition is not actually committed in the transfer. 
Some illustrations will clarify this point. While it is impossible 
to argue that because every part of a desk is light, the desk as a 
whole is light; it is possible to argue that if every part of the 
desk is light (or of a certain determinate weight), the desk as a 
whole does not possess infinite [[284]] weight: for it is ration- 
ally evident that no summation of actual determinate weights 
could ever equal infinite weight. And so with every alleged n- 
stance of the fallacy: while it is not possible to transfer a con- 
clusion from parts to the whole simpliciter, it is always possible 
to conclude that, if the parts, or any one of them, should be 
known to possess a certain determinate quality, the summation 
of the parts cannot possess the opposite quality in absolute de- 
gree. 

For example (Footnote: 11: I use Werkmeister's examples 
here.), while we cannot conclude that because Joe Smith is an 
exceptionally good football player, the team on which he plays 
is an exceptionally good team; we can conclude that the team is 
not an absolutely poor team. And so with other examples. 

Now it is just such a conclusion that is made in the cosmo- 
logical argument when it is correctly formulated. It argues that 
every part of the phenomenal world is contingent in its being. 
But then this must mean that all the parts together in the whole 
do not possess absolute necessity of existence: for, as no quan- 
tity of determinate weights could equal an infinite weight, so no 
quantity of contingent, finite beings could ever equal necessary 
and infinite being; hence the whole is contingent. Yet as I have 
shown repeatedly, a necessary and infinite being must exist if 
anything at all exists. I therefore conclude that while the argu- 


ment in this form does involve a transfer of conclusion from 
parts to whole, it does not involve the fallacy of composition; 
for it passes, not from the contingency of the parts to the con- 
tingency of the whole directly, but from the contingency of the 
parts to the affirmation that the whole cannot possess absolute 
necessity of existence; and thence, since the only alternative to 
absolutely necessary existence is contingent existence, to the 
affirmation that the world-whole is contingent. Consequently, 
the accusation of fallacy is unjustified. 

As for the accusation that the empirical knowability of a part 
does not imply the empirical knowability of the whole, this is 
actually Kant's fourth minor objection to the cosmological a- 
gument and has already been refuted in the preceding chapter. 

It is therefore concluded that the cosmological argument, 
when correctly formulated, does not involve the fallacy of com- 
position and is consequently free from the objection. 

Because it concludes a cause whose relation to the temporal 
series is unintelligible. ---The cosmological argument concludes 
that the [[285]] ground of the temporal series is an eternal and 
infinite Being which transcends the series itself. But this hy- 
pothesis either involves the same difficulties as would the eter- 
nal existence of the temporal series itself, or it involves an 
unintelligible and self-contradictory concept of the relation be- 
tween the eternal ground and the series. If God's eternity is de- 
fined as an infinite extension of time, then we are confronted 
with a higher infinite series of successive moments in the d- 
vine experience, in which case we may as well rest content with 
the naturalistic view of the world as itself constituting an infi- 
nitely extended series: "the idea of God as a first cause presents 
exactly the same difficulties and contradictions and offers no 
solution of them. For the existence of God . . . runs back into 
an infinite past in exactly the same way as the suggested chain 
of causes." (Footnote 12: W. T. Stace, Religion and the Modern 
Mind, p. 219.) 


If, in the face of such a difficulty, God's eternity is defined 
as timeless necessity of existence, or as involving transcension 
of the temporal series entirely, then we are faced with a twofold 
problem: first, there is the inconceivability of time having a be- 
ginning: "the conception of time beginning at a time, which was 
not itself in time, ie. had no time before it, is self- 
contradictory." (Footnote 13: Idem.) Second, we are confronted 
with the impossibility of explaining how a transtemporal cause 
can effect the temporal series at all. So Whitehead remarks: 
"The vicious separation of the flux from the permanence leads 
to the concept of an entirely static God, with eminent reality, in 
relation to an entirely fluent world, with deficient reality." 
(Footnote 14: Process and Reality, p. 526.) In view of this al- 
legedly irrational abyss, the naturalistic thinker declares that "a 
pragmatic analysis raises the question whether, in asserting that 
'God is eternal and infinite’ we are asserting any more than we 
should if we said that ‘x is y and z.'"" (Footnote 15: J. H. Randal, 
and J. Buchler, Philosophy: An Introduction, p. 177.) Not only 
is there the problem of the relation between time and eternity at 
the conceived beginning of time, then, there is the problem of 
God's present awareness of, and efficiency in, the temporal se- 
ries: how are either of these last possible without assuming suc- 
cession in God? But then we are right back to the impossible 
infinite series. 

Consequently, whether God's eternity is conceived as end- 
less duration or as timeless necessity of existence, the relation 
between God [[286]] and the temporal series is ultimately either 
superfluous or unintelligible. 

In answer to this objection: we grant that God's existence 
and eternity are not to be defined in terms of an infinite exten- 
sion of time, and that if it were, the objection of a still higher 
infinite series would be valid meat for naturalistic mouths. But 
we deny that the concept of a supratemporal cause is unintelli- 
gible. The objection that time could not conceivably have had a 


beginning has already been analyzed in our discussion of the 
Kantian antinomies: and it seems to me that a valid and 
satisfactory refutation of the objection has there been given. 
Yet we did not there explain with sufficient detail how a 
transtemporal cause could effect, and sustain meaningful 
relations to, the temporal series. 

In answer to this last-mentioned requirement: such a cause 
could effect time just or the reason that it is changeless and 
does transcend the temporal series itself. For as Wild remarks: 
"How can that which is itself still in flux have a determinate n- 
fluence on anything else? Secondary instrumental causes may 
involve change. But they must be determined by a first cause 
that remains fixed throughout the process." (Footnote 16: John 
Wild, Introduction to Realistic Philosophy, p. 359.) 

Time is a name for the relation of succession that holds 
among changing experiences and processes. But any such suc- 
cession must originally be grounded in a changeless first cause, 
or no determinate changes would occur at all in the process of 
succession. For example, my purpose in expressing the mean- 
ing of the above sentence must be fixed or the progressive ex- 
pression would not be effected: and so with the whole series of 
successive change. 

To put the matter bluntly, then: either change is itself an i- 
lusion or the process of change has a changeless first cause. If 
change is an illusion, then we concede a changeless being m- 
mediately; but we have merely shifted the problem, since now 
we have the difficulty of explaining the origin of the illusion. 
There must therefore be a changeless first cause. 

But how could this rationally necessitated changeless being 
or eternal ground sustain meaningful relations to the temporal 
series: relations of awareness, for example? The answer is that 
such a being could sustain relations of awareness to the tempo- 
ral series because, being transtemporal, it apprehends the whole 
content of the temporal [[287]] series in a single eternal intui- 


tion. That is, it is impossible and illegitimate to argue that if 
God is aware of the succession of events in time, he must have 
succession in His own experience: for all the parts of time, as it 
were, are immediately present to His Mind as properly related 
in the whole. Thus when I apprehend a single object in sensa- 
tion---say a circle. Now there are indeed parts in the circle and 
I comprehend the circle as thus composed. But it is not possi- 
ble to argue that a succession of parts or of successive experi- 
ences in the percipient: for all the parts are apprehended as 
properly related in a single sensory intuition. Just so, God ap- 
prehends the whole content of the temporal series in a single 
intuition: and as my analogous apprehension of the parts of the 
circle does not negate the reality of the circle or its parts, nei- 
ther does God's apprehension negate the reality of succession in 
the temporal series. 

But how can such a changeless ground sustain the progress 
of effects in the temporal series? Again, the answer is that he 
can---or it can---do so because, being the changeless ground of 
the series, it sustains, in the timeless necessity of its existence, 
the whole ultimate basis of the temporal series itself. Thus 
every possibility of the temporal series is eternally grounded in 
God: or, to put it differently, is an integral part of His eternal 
plan or purpose. Hence, it cannot be said that the progressive 
realization of the temporal process implies a progressive devel- 
opment, and hence temporality, in God: for it is contained in the 
very meaning of an eternal ground that it imposes all the condi- 
tions within which the possibilities of the temporal series are 
concreted. Such a ground must be changeless because if it were 
not, it would necessarily be subject to extraneous conditions 
and hence not be the eternal ground at all but merely a link in 
the temporal series. 

We conclude therefore that the relation of an eternal ground 
to the temporal series is not unintelligible and that the objection 
is therefore invalid. 


B. Metaphysical Objections: which attempt to show that the 
cosmological argument rests on erroneous concepts about the 
nature of reality and the relations within it. 


Objections which attempt to show that the argument rests on 
a fallacious concept of causality: 


Because it assumes the universality of the causal law.---The 
argument under fire assumes that the causal category is univer- 
sally applicable, whereas the assertion that an event occurs by 
chance, while it may be false, is not self-contradictory; and to 
prove the universality of the causal law, it would be necessary 
to show that the hypothesis of chance is self-contradictory. 
(Footnote 17: Randall and Buchler, op. cit., p. 160.) 

But in answer: even if the causal law were an empirical gen- 
eralization, it is supported by every case in which it has been 
tested; so that it rests upon strong empirical evidence that the 
naturalist himself accepts in every sphere of investigation e- 
cept the present one: his rejection of the axiom in this case is 
therefore extremely arbitrary. 

Yet the causal axiom is not a mere empirical generalization 
from experience. We have already defended a rational empiri- 
cism which attempted to show that the causal category, far from 
being derived from experience as such, is a condition for the 
existence of any intelligible experience at all. Without the 
categorical structure of rationality---which includes the cate- 
gory of causality---there is no such thing as experience. Hence 
the assumption of the causal axiom can only be denied by the 
skeptic whose position is self-contradictory, as I have already 
suggested repeatedly. 

But finally, the objection rests on the ambiguity of the word 
chance. When we speak of a chance event, we do not mean an 


event for which there are no operating causes, for an event oc- 
curs only when all antecedent conditions suited to its actuality 
are present. For anything that occurs is a determinate event: 
and it is surely self-contradictory to say that a determinate event 
might occur without being determinate, that is, without possess- 
ing the conditions of its specific actuality. What we do mean 
by a chance event is an event whose occurrence is determined 
by causal factors of which the percipient is ignorant: or, more 
simply, that we do not know the factors which unite one causal 
nexus with another, as, for example, when two friends chance 
to meet on the street. Thus the occurrence of a so-called chance 
event is not an opposite alternative to the assertion that the 
causal axiom is universally applicable. Yet the objection turns 
upon just the idea that a chance event occurs without a cause. I 
therefore conclude the universal applicability of the causal ax- 
iom and the invalidity of the objection. 

Because it involves a nonscientific concept of causation.--- 
The cosmological argument assumes that the cause of a given 
event is the sum total of conditions necessary to the production 
of the effect and every relation exhibited in it, whereas modern 
science holds a cause to be an antecedent occurrence to which 
the effect merely stands in relation of dependable sequence. 
(Footnote 18: E. A. Burtt, Types of Religious Philosophy, pp. 
104-105.) Now this scientific concept of causality has certain 
important implications. First, it means that only what is a later 
term in some sequence can be appropriately called an effect. 
Again, the concept implies that "a single experience of an event 
affords no basis for the use of this concept. ... We must have 
two emporally contiguous events whose conjunction has been 
repeated in various experiences." (Footnote 19: [bid., p. 218.) 

What do these implications involve when they are applied to 
the cosmological argument? Since the world is not a later term 
in a sequence---the very point of the argument being that an n- 
finite series of sequences is unthinkable and that the temporal 


sequence must depend on a nontemporal cause, the world can- 
not be said to be an effect. Laird argues similarly but fails, in 
his formulation of the objection, to push his point to the final 
form, since he mentions only that "we have no experience of 
anything that came before the world." (Footnote 20: Laird, op. 
cit., p. 96.) But in the next place, since the world---in the larg- 
est sense of the term---is unique, there is likewise no basis in an 
experience of repeated events for affirming that it is an effect. 
If we infer causal connection only from experience of repeat- 
able sequences, how can we infer anything about the unique 
world-whole as an effect? (Footnote 21: Burtt, op. cit., p. 219 
(commenting on Hume).) The outcome of our analysis is that 
the cosmological argument is invalid, since, when the scientific 
concept of causality is applied, no inference can be drawn that 
the world is an effect: yet the argument depends on this very 
inference. 

In answer to the objection: does the scientific concept of 
causality purport, at the outset, to be a complete explanation of 
the causal origin of a given event or entity? It is true that sci- 
ence is interested in that aspect of the causal nexus, underlying 
a given event, which is the antecedent whose presence always 
involves the presence of the effect and whose absence always 
involves the absence of the effect. But this interest springs 
from the practical motive for scientific pursuits, the scientist be- 
ing interested primarily in controlling natural [[290]] sequences 
to bring about some events and prevent others. This certainly 
does not mean, however, that there are no other causal factors 
operating: while it may be true, for example, that heat is always 
present subsequent upon the presence of motion and absent 
when motion is thus absent, this does not mean that the pres- 
ence of motion is the whole explanation of any particular in- 
stance of heat; it merely means that it is the factor of interest to 
the person who wishes, in any given case, to produce or prevent 
heat. But does anyone imagine that heat or anything else of 


similar nature could be present without the sum total of condi- 
tions that determine the existence and structure of the whole 
material universe itself? It appears therefore that the scientific 
concept of causality is a function of practical interest in the con- 
trol of sequences and does not purport to offer a complete 
causal explanation of any given event: the scientific concept, 
briefly, is merely a part of the meaning of causality. A com- 
plete causal explanation would involve the sum total of antece- 
dent and contemporaneous factors necessary to the production 
of a given event. Consequently, the rest of the present objec- 
tion, being based on the assumption that the scientific concept 
of causality embraces the full meaning of causality, is invalid. 

The same conclusion may be effected by analyzing the m- 
plications of the scientific concept itself. first, is it true that 
only what is a later term in some sequence can be called an ef- 
fect and only for that reason? Obviously not, unless nothing 
that now exists may be called an effect. For example, I am now 
writing this sentence: and I fancy that it & an effect, in part, of 
my writing and that I call it an effect for that reason among oth- 
ers; but the sentence is contemporaneous with my writing of it, 
so that either it is not an effect by virtue of its being written 
thus (in which case I hope no one reads it) or it is false to say 
that nothing is an effect which is not a later term in some se- 
quence. A given event or entity is rather an effect because it 
sustains a present dependence on extraneous conditions. To 
state the point in general terms: all the conditions that deter- 
mine any event are contemporaneous with it, for otherwise, the 
conditions for its particular existence being partly absent, the 
event would not occur, even though the present conditions may 
be and are temporally continuous with the past. It follows that 
either there are no effects at all now existing, or it is false to say 
that only a later term in some [[291]] sequence can be an effect 
and only for that reason. I hardly think that much choice is nn- 
volved. 


It must be then that the scientific concept of causality is 
grossly incomplete, although it may be a valuable guide to the 
control of sequences. With special reference to the cosmologi- 
cal argument, it would seem to follow that no objection can be 
brought against the argument on the ground that the world is 
not a later term in some sequence. 

But again, is it true that we infer causal connection only 
from the experience of repeatable sequences? And again, obvi- 
ously not, unless there are no events at all the and the world is 
nothing but a geometrical figure. For whatever happens either 
has some unique feature which differentiates it from what went 
before, or it has no such unique feature. If it has no such fea- 
ture, then why is it a different entity? It must be the same thing; 
or at least if it were not eh same thing, we would not know it. 
On the other hand, if the event has such a unique feature, then it 
is ndeed a different entity: but this feature itself, even though it 
is not a mere repetition, is nevertheless an effect. Otherwise, 
we would be denying the universal applicability of the law of 
causality: and this denial has already been refuted. Our pre- 
dicament is this, then: either there are no unique features which 
distinguish similar events, or it is false to say that we can infer 
causal connection only from experience of repeatable sequence. 
In the first case, we would be denying the existence of distinct 
events---which is absurd. In the second case, we have again 
shown the insufficiency of the scientific concept of causality. 

An illustration may help. I am a distinct being: and it seems 
to me obvious that I am, in my constituent nature, an effect of 
operating causes. But my being an effect extends, not merely to 
the general similarities between myself and other men, but also 
to the positively unique features which distinguish me from 
them. Now on the basis of the scientific concept of causality, I 
could infer as effects only such aspects of my being as had been 
repeated in previous instances. But while this would enable me 
to say that the possession of hands, for example, is an effect, it 


would not enable me to say that the possession of these particu- 
lar unique hands is an effect, for no repeatable sequences is n- 
volved. Hence either I have no particular and unique hands at 
all as effects, or the idea is false that causal connection is only 
inferable from repeated sequence. Nor is the case essentially 
differ- [[292]] ent when more closely similar objects are con- 
sidered: say, for example, pennies struck from the same mold. 
For they too are either distinct or not, and so the argument 
presses ruthlessly forward to its irresistible conclusion. 

It would appear then that this second implication of the 
causal axiom is likewise an insufficient account of causality: 
for, if taken as a sufficient explanation, it leads us to the curious 
position that no particular and determinate events exist at all as 
effects, but only events in general---which in fact have no onto- 
logical reality. As applied to the cosmological argument, the 
analysis would seem to imply that no objection can be brought 
against the argument on the ground that the world cannot be an 
effect because it is a unique existent. 

It is therefore concluded that the entire objection---which 
charges the cosmological argument with employing a nonscien- 
tific concept of causality---is invalid since it leads to experien- 
tial and logical contradiction. 

Because it fails to explain why God Himself does not need 
an extraneous cause.---As usually stated, the cosmological a- 
gument assumes that God is exempted from the principle of 
causation, but the argument fails to explain this exception 
which is so rigidly insisted upon in every other context. (Foot- 
note 22: Randall and Buchler, op. cit., pp. 160, 161.) Perhaps 
Burtt puts the objection most cogently: "If it is legitimate and 
necessary to ask for the cause of other things and to find it in 
God, is it not just as legitimate and necessary to ask for the 
cause of God's existence?" (Footnote 23: Burtt, op. cit., p. 103.) 
But if this is true and if we are thus left with the same predic a- 
ment as exists in the case of the world itself, why not stop with 


the world and decline to push through to the conclusion of an 
extramundane cause? The cosmological argument would there- 
fore appear to be invalid. 

In answer: the argument, if properly formulated, does not at 
all exempt God's being from the causal axiom; it certainly is k- 
gitimate and necessary to ask for the cause of God's existence. 
But the argument does explain why God does not need an ex- 
traneous cause. For when we ask for the cause of God's exis- 
tence, there are two possible answers: either he contains the 
ground of His existence within Himself, i.e., He is self-existent 
or self-conditioned; or He depends for existence upon some ex- 
traneous cause. But this last is impossible, for the same prob- 
lem would arise about the extraneous cause and [[293]] so on to 
supposed infinity. Now it is just the point of the cosmological 
argument that an infinite series of causes and effects is impos- 
sible, as we have shown already in our consideration of the ar- 
gument and will present again in the sequel. At some point, it 
is rationally necessary to posit a self-existent cause or reality. 

If it be objected that the rationally necessary may not be the 
existentially real, we have already shown that this objection is 
self-contradictory. If it be said that since we must posit a self- 
existent cause, why not grant this status to the world itself, this 
objection has also been answered and will likewise be met in 
greater detail below. 

It therefore becomes evident that while the cosmological ar- 
gument does not exempt God from the causal axiom, it does 
show why it is that His existence requires no extraneous cause: 
namely, because His self-existence is the only alternative to a 
self-contradictory infinite series. I therefore conclude the inva- 
lidity of the objection. 


Objections which grant that the universe requires explanation 
but which attempt to show that it can be explained in terms 


which do not involve the concept of absolute necessity, whether 
of existence or not 


Because an infinite series of causes and effects is possible. -- 
-The status of the cosmological argument depends upon the as- 
sumption that an infinite series of causes and effects is impossi- 
ble. But such a series may actually be conceivable after all. 
(Footnote 24: So Burtt, op. cit., pp. 102, 103, 218; W. H. Mo- 
berly, "God and the Absolute," p. 432; Randall and Buchler, op. 
cit., p. 160; W. T. Stace, op. cit., p. 219; A. H. Strong, System- 
atic Theology, p. 74.) We are, in fact, familiar with the infinite 
series in mathematics: for example... -3, -2, -1,0,1,2,3...; 
and we do not say that such a series involves self-contradiction. 
Why, then should we say that such a series does involve self- 
contradiction in the realm of being? (Footnote 25: Randall and 
Buchler, op. cit., p. 160.) 

Furthermore, the argument that such a series is inconceiv- 
able "may be represented as merely expressing the inability of 
the human mind to go on thinking backwards indefinitely. But 
the point at which it stops is purely arbitrary. No positive a- 
gument can fairly be based on this incapacity." (Footnote 26: 
Moberly, op. cit., p. 432.) 

I conceive that it will be a sufficient answer to this objection 
if I show that the hypothesis of an infinite series of actual exis- 
tents in- [[294]] volves self-contradiction. This is precisely the 
case, for either such a series consists of determinate parts, or it 
does not. If it does not, the series would have no applicability 
to the present universe, since, both spatially and temporally, the 
total manifest universe consists of determinate parts. But if the 
proposed series is thus constituted of such parts, self- 
contradiction is manifestly involved: for no series of determi- 
nate parts could add up to an actually infinite series. Yet such 
an actually infinite series must exist unless the series culminates 


in the absolutely self-conditioned being or God, which is con- 
trary to the hypothesis that the series is actually infinite. 

Furthermore, suppose that there does exist such an infinite 
series of causes and effects. At any given point in time, the se- 
ries would be infinite, yet greater than at any previous time: but 
this is self-contradictory since an actually infinite series does 
not admit of increase or decrease. Therefore, either the series is 
not infinite, or the progression of temporal events is an illusion; 
but then there is 0 way to account for the illusion. 

I therefore conclude that an infinite series of actual existents 
is inconceivable because self-contradictory and that therefore 
the objection is invalid. And if someone should deny that the 
law of contradiction applies here, I answer that this type of ob- 
jection is self-annihilating and has been refuted previously ad 
nauseam. 

As for the appeal to the mathematical infinite: the so-called 
infinite series in mathematics is not a series that is actually infi- 
nite in the sense of existence; it merely approaches infinite by 
reason of the fact that no definite limits are assigned to the se- 
ries. Should I write every so many numbers in either direction 
in such a series, I would never arrive at an infinite number; for 
betwixt the highest possible number that I might write and an 
infinite number, the distance always remains infinite. Were I 
therefore an eternal spirit and should I continue to write through 
all eternity, I would not even have begun the task. It follows 
that there is no such thing as an infinite number, no such thing 
as an actual infinite. 

The fact that there is no such thing as an actual infinite was 
pointed out by Aristotle himself more than two thousand years 
ago; yet history has failed to assimilate his point, if we may 
judge from the popularity of the objection now under considera- 
tion. Whether we consider an infinite by addition or by reduc- 
tion, as in the division of a determinate magnitude into 
progressively smaller parts, [[295]] "it will always be possible 


to take something ab extra. Yet the sum of the parts taken will 
not exceed every determinate magnitude, just as n the direction 
of division every determinate magnitude is surpassed in small- 
ness and there will be a smaller part. . . . The infinite [so far as 
it is meaningful] turns out to be the contrary of what it is said to 
be. It is not what has nothing outside t that is infinite, but what 
always has something outside it." (Footnote 27: Physics, 206b, 
207a.) 

The conclusion that there is no actual infinite is further con- 
firmed by the contradictions that arise if we do conceive the 
mathematical infinite as actual: for example, that the series of 
whole numbers is equal to the series of odd numbers---which is 
logically ridiculous. 

Thus no appeal can be made against the cosmological argu- 
ment on the basis of an analogy to the mathematical infinite, 
since this last is merely a series with no assigned limit and not 
an infinite number of actual existents. But the concept of just 
such an infinite number of actuals is involved in the concept 
that the series of cause and effects might be infinite. 

As for the assertion that the impossibility of the infinite se- 
ries rests on an incapacity of the human mind to think back- 
wards indefinitely: if this means that the rationally necessary is 
not the existentially actual, all readers known the answer by 
now. If it means I posit an absolutely necessary being merely 
because I am tired of enumerating proximate causes, then the 
assertion is false. For I do not posit the being on such a ground 
but on the ground that it is rationally evident that no such enu- 
meration could conceivably add yp to infinity; it is not that I 
tire of counting, but that I see at once the futility of it. 

In the light of these criticisms, I therefore concluded that this 
objection, like its predecessors, has gone the way of all flesh to 
self-contradiction and invalidity. 

Because the concept of a dynamic universe in process may 
be taken as given.---The cosmological argument assumes that 


the occurrence of processes must be accounted for by reference 
to a changeless ground. But "modern science is built on a dy- 
namic rather than a static foundation. It assumes that the things 
which make up the world are by their very nature in process 
rather than at rest. . . . Motion needs no explanation." (Footnote 
28: Burtt, op. cit., p. 102.) The proposed argument for a first 
cause is thus in- [[296]] valid since it seeks an explanation of 
that which should be taken as given. 

This alleged difficulty merely restates the basic assumption 
of the naturalist; viz., that the ingredients of the world, their 
quantity, proportion, arrangement, and activity in the causal 
nexus are all given. But this is exactly what the objector should 
establish: the mere statement of a contrary hypothesis is no 
refutation of its opposite. Furthermore, scientific concepts 
themselves; as we saw in the positive formulation of the cosmo- 
logical argument, seem to indicate a point in the past when all 
energy was equally distributed: so that it would then be false to 
say that motion, or the action of energy, requires no explana- 
tion. 

In point of fact, the concept of a universe in eternal process 
is actually a restatement of the preceding objection that an infi- 
nite series of causes and effects is possible. For it is the nature 
of a process that it embodies a series of successive states (from 
the temporal standpoint) and a series of interrelated, dependent 
causal factors (from the standpoint of the existence of the proc- 
ess at any given moment). In either case, the series of such 
states and factors is either infinite or finite: but it cannot be n- 
finite, since an infinite series is rationally inconceivable. And it 
cannot be finite unless it depends for its existence on an abso- 
lutely necessary and self-conditioned being which transcends 
the process itself. Therefore, the assertion that nature is ulti- 
mately explicable as a dynamic process is false; for the concep- 
tion of such a nature leads either to self-contradiction or to the 
assertion that an absolutely necessary being exists as the ground 


of the process itself, which consequently is not an ultimate ex- 
planation of the world-whole. 

Because the existence of the universe may be explained in 
terms of aboriginal becoming or creativity. ---Instead of choos- 
ing between the absolutely necessary being and the infinite te- 
gress, it is possible to hold that the universe emerged out of an 
aboriginal becoming, or creativity, or mere possibility. (Foot- 
note 29: D. C. Macintosh, The Problem of Religious Knowl- 
edge, pp. 219, 220.) As a matter of fact, "many philosophers 
have maintained that it is not true that everything that exists, or 
even everything that has a beginning, is an effect. The world . . 
. contains ‘spontaneous,’ free, or uncaused and unoriginated 
events. In any case... there is no way of proving that such un- 
caused events do not occur. . . . If, then, it cannot be (or has not 
been) shown [[297]] that every event must have a cause, how 
can it be shown that the world must have a cause?" (Footnote 
30: Laird, op. cit., pp. 95, 96.) It appears therefore that the pro- 
posed argument for a first cause is invalid and that an explana- 
tion of the universe is possible in terms of creativity without the 
infinite regress. 

But this objection too melts before rational analysis. Insofar 
as the objection rests on the denial that the causal axiom is uni- 
versally applicable, it has already been refuted above: and this 
consideration actually vitiates the entire objection by implica- 
tion. 

The hypothesis of aboriginal becoming, or creativity, or pos- 
sibility, either requires an absolutely necessary being as its ex- 
planation or reduces to the self-contradictory infinite regress. 
Becoming and creativity, for example, must be functions of an 
existing entity or entities, else they are inconceivable. If they 
are functions of an existent being or beings, then they are func- 
tions either of the succession and contemporaneous series of 
causes and effects, or of the absolutely necessary being in 
originating and sustaining the causal series. In the first case, we 


again reach either the self-contradictory infinite regress or the 
absolute being which the cosmological argument itself main- 
tains. In the second case, we reach such an absolute being m- 
mediately. Hence, in either case, the hypothesis of explanation 
in terms of creativity or becoming is either not ultimately d- 
rectly or else it is the old infinite series again and is therefore 
likewise an inadequate explanation. 

As for the emergence of being out of nonbeing in terms of 
mere possibility: either this possibility has an extraneous 
ground of being or not. If it has such a ground, it is either an 
infinite series of dependent grounds (which is untenable) or ul- 
timately the absolutely necessary being. On the other hand, if 
the proposed possibility has no extraneous ground of existence, 
it is either self-existent or it is nothing; for that only can be 
something whose determinate conditions are present. In the 
first case, possibility is another name for the absolute being t- 
self; in the second case, it does not exist and therefore cannot 
explain the existing universe. In any case, therefore, the hy- 
pothesis of an absolutely necessary being is rationally inescap- 
able. 

I therefore conclude that aboriginal becoming, creativity, 
and mere possibility are not ultimate explanations of reality and 
that thus the objection is invalid. Again the argument has 
emerged triumphant. [[298]] 


Objections which hypothetically grant the validity of the argu- 
ment but which attempt to show that its conclusion may be 
something less than an absolutely necessary and transcendent 
being. 


Because the argument proves only necessity of causation 
and not necessity of existence.---This objection, so far as I 
know, is the peculiar possession of John Caird: "Even if this ar- 


gument proved necessity, it would not be a necessity of exis- 
tence but merely a necessity of causation. You may form a 
conception of two beings of which, if they existed, one would 
be the necessary cause of the other; but this does not prove that 
the former, though it has a necessity relatively to the latter, pos- 
sesses any absolute necessity of existence." (Footnote 31: An 
Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion, p. 138.) 

But what is a necessity of causation that does not involve a 
necessity of existence? Take any two events in the series of de- 
pendent effects and assume that the first is the proximate cause 
of the second. Now the first must exist if it is the cause of the 
second: otherwise, what is the meaning of naming it the cause? 
For a cause is a series of conditions that determine the presence 
of a given effect: no existing conditions, no existing effect. 

The objection must therefore mean either that the alleged 
second event has no extraneous cause but is its own ground of 
existence, or that the alleged second event does not exist other 
than as a figment in some mind or other. In the first case, the 
cosmological argument is valid; in he second case, the point is 
irrelevant, since the universe obviously does exist as more than 
a figment of mind except for the solipsist, whose position has 
already been discredited. 

But perhaps Caird means to assert that no event in the tem- 
poral series is absolutely existent or self-existent, since it can 
always be traced to other proximate causes: this I grant, but 
then the series must either culminate in the self-conditioned or 
take refuge in the self-contradictory infinite regress again. On 
any line of analysis, the absolutely necessary being is ultimately 
posited from the presence of necessary causation. Hence, the 
objection collapses. 

Because the material (phenomenal) universe or some part of 
it may be the absolutely necessary being.---The cosmological 
argument alleges that the cause of the universe must be a being 
that transcends the material universe. But is this allegation jus- 


tified? Even if there is an absolutely necessary being, it might 
be the material universe [[299]] or some part of it. (Footnote 
32: Hume Selections, p. 355.) After all, while we legitimately 
seek the cause of changes, yet "there is in every object another 
and a permanent element---viz., the specific elementary sub- 
stance or substances of which it consists and their inherent 
properties. These are not known to us as beginning to exist: 
within the range of human knowledge, they had no beginning, 
consequently no cause. .. . As a fact of experience, then, causa- 
tion cannot legitimately be extended to the material universe 
itself, but only to its changeable phenomena." (Footnote 33: J. 
S. Mill, Three Essays on Religion, p. 63.) The first cause which 
we seek would therefore seem to be the basic quantity of force 
in the universe. 

Again, the only reason for asserting that this first cause is a 
mind is "that the hypothesis of a mind is the only one which 
will explain the evidence of purpose. . . ." (Footnote 34: Stace, 
op. cit., pp. 219, 220.) Yet the hypothesis of a mind to explain 
apparent purpose in the universe is itself extremely question- 
able. 

It would therefore seem that there is no reason why the abso- 
lutely necessary being may not be the material universe itself or 
some entity within it. If this is the case, then the argument falls 
grossly short of its alleged goal. 

This objection has already received substantial treatment in 
the positive formulation of the cosmological argument, in the 
consideration of the Kantian antinomies, and in the refutation of 
the objection that the argument involves the fallacy of composi- 
tion. Hence only a brief summary of the refutation has an a- 
propriate position in the present context. 

First, every composite being is a contingent being, since it 
does not contain within itself the ground of the togetherness of 
its constituent parts. yet every reasonable view of the world re- 
gards it as a composite existence. It follows that the material 


universe as a whole cannot be the absolutely necessary being, 
since it is thus contingent; and it follows by implication that no 
part of it, being a dependent factor in the whole, can be the ab- 
solute being either. 

Second, the present existence and status of the material 
world is an effect of antecedent conditions in the temporal se- 
ries and of the given conditions existing at any particular mo- 
ment of time. This is also true of any particular part of the 
material world. But it belongs to the existence of anything in 
the temporal causal series that its be- [[300]] ing what it is does 
not arise from itself but from extraneous conditions which de- 
termine its particular character. It therefore follows either that 
the material world (or any part of it) has no particular character, 
or that it is not the result of temporal antecedents and causal in- 
terrelations, or that it is not the absolutely necessary and self- 
conditioned being. But the first two alternatives contradict the 
conditions for the existence of a material universe at all. Hence 
neither the material universe nor any part of it is the absolutely 
necessary being. 

Third, if the material universe is the absolutely necessary be- 
ing, then it must be that an infinite series of causes and effects 
is conceivable. For the material universe embodies a series of 
successive and contemporaneous actualities. This series, 
viewed from either standpoint, is either infinite or finite in ex- 
tent: that is, it either consists of a determinate number of parts 
or not. If it were finite, then it would depend on some extrane- 
ous cause, which is contrary to the hypothesis. It must there- 
fore be finite. But it has dready been shown that an infinite 
series of actual existents is impossible: so that the absolutely 
necessary being must transcend the space-time universe. 

Fourth, if some part of the material universe were the abso- 
lutely necessary being, then it would not be a part of the mate- 
rial universe: which is absurd. For any part of the material 
universe is such by being a member of the causal series, both in 


the temporal and in the contemporaneous sense. But every 
member of the causal series is dependent upon the other mem- 
bers of the series for its particular status. Hence such part is ei- 
ther not the absolutely necessary being---which is contrary to 
the hypothesis, or it is not a part of the material universe--- 
which is self-contradictory. 

As for the suggestion that the being we seek is the basic 
quantity of force in the universe, this could be true only if this 
quantity were absolutely simple and indeterminate. For sup- 
pose it to be composed of parts which are determinate---ad this, 
I take it, is the status of the existing universe. These determi- 
nate parts would then either derive their determinate nature 
from extraneous conditions or they would be self-determinate. 
But in the first case, the series would either be infinite or finite 
and so on to the irresistible conclusion. In the second case, as 
shown above, they could not be parts of the basic quantity of 
force---which contradicts the nature of this quantity and [[301]] 
is contrary to our experience of the real world, however ck- 
fined. Therefore the basic quantity of force is either not com- 
posed of determinate parts or it is not the absolutely necessary 
being: the former being absurd, the latter must be affirmed. 

As for the point that the only reason for calling the abso- 
lutely necessary being a mind is that this would explain the d- 
legedly questionable presence of purpose, the assertion is false. 
For it has been shown that no material being can occupy the 
status of absolute necessity of existence by reason of its com- 
posite character. If it is reasonable to suppose that mind is the 
only alternative to matter, then it is also reasonable to suppose 
that the absolutely necessary being is a mind. And it may be 
added that the traditional design argument, even if it were the 
basis for calling the absolute being a mind, may not be as 
worthless as the critics imagine. 

From such considerations, it may be legitimately concluded 
that neither the material universe nor any part of it is the abso- 


lute being which reason necessitates in its interpretation of ex- 
perience, and that therefore this present objection is unsus- 
tained. 

Because the ground of the universe might be epistemological 
rather than metaphysical. ---Why should the ground of the uni- 
verse be an existent being at all? It might be merely a totality 
of truth, or set of first principles, or system of universals n- 
stead. So suggests Professor Lamprecht. (Footnote 35: Lam- 
precht, op. cit., p. 35.) 

Although I hardly think that Lamprecht, as a philosophical 
naturalist, proposes this as a serious hypothesis, it will bear 
some analysis. What is the nature of this supposed totality of 
truth, or set of first principles, or series of universals? It would 
seem to be of the nature of truth that it bears an essential rela- 
tion to existence. If truth is predicable only of judgments or 
propositions, then a totality of truth could exist only in a mind; 
for judgments exist only in minds or for minds. In this case the 
totality of truth would be dependent upon a knowing mind for 
its reality, so that if the first cause is of this character, it is an 
existing being. 

If truth, on the other hand, is independent of mind, it must be 
objectively real else it could not be said to explain the present 
existing world. If truth is thus objectively real, it is by that very 
fact existent. And it exists either as self-conditioned or as con- 
ditioned by extraneous factors. It cannot exist as extraneously 
conditioned, for [[302]] then it would not be the absolutely nec- 
essary ground. It must therefore be a self-conditioned existent: 
which is contrary to the original hypothesis. 

It therefore seems that either truth is not an ultimate expla- 
nation or else it is another name for the absolutely necessary be- 
ing. And a rose by any other name. . . . I therefore conclude 
that the objection is invalid. 


C. Conclusion: on the objections against the cosmological a- 
gument 


All the proposed objections against the argument have been 
shown to melt away before analysis as wax before the fire's 
warmth: each has been shown to be invalid and either experien- 
tially or logically contradictory, or both. It is therefore con- 
cluded hat the cosmological argument establishes the existence 
of an absolutely necessary being, which is the ground of exis- 
tence for the total space-time universe, and which transcends 
the causal nexus that such universe embodies. With this con- 
clusion firmly in hand, reason proceeds silently but inexorably 
to her final task: the similar destruction of the criticism against 
teleology. 


An Answer to the Objections 
against the Teleological Argument 


A. Mode of Approach 


While the universe itself may have resulted from a churning 
of the elements with mindless and accidental motion, our order 
of consideration in dealing with such criticisms is nevertheless 
deliberate and designed: for we now take it for granted that the 
existence of an absolutely necessary being, as the ground of the 
space-time universe, has been established and defended against 
all major objections. It is therefore with this conclusion that we 
approach the destructive criticism of the teleological argument. 
If it be objected that we ought to consider the teleological a- 
gument on its own merits, without reference to the cosmologi- 
cal argument, then we answer: first, that there are not so many 
separate arguments for theism, but one progressive argument, 
the parts of which must be considered together if there full sig- 


nificance is to be apprehended; second, that we have already 
admitted the insufficiency of the teleological argument when it 
is considered as an independent structure. Nor does the fact 
that numerous exponents of the Argument have considered it to 
possess complete self-sufficiency debar us here, any more than 
the fact that there are persons who had added two and two n- 
correctly should preclude our uniting them without such error. 
The objections will be considered in the following order: 


1. Logical objections which charge the argument with 
some logical non sequitur or invalidity 

2. Epistemological objections which charge that the 
argument has no sufficient experiential basis. 

3. Metaphysical objections which charge either that all 
the data can be otherwise explained than in the manner 
which the argument alleges or that the argument does 
not conclude a full theism. 

4. The ethical objection which charges that the exis- 
tence of an omnipotent and benevolent being as the 
world's ground is incompatible with the existence of 
evil in the universe. 


B. Logical Objections: which attempt to show that any 
inference to the existence of ends in the universe, other 
than such ends as are espoused by human selves, is 
logically fallacious 


Because any arrangement of existing elements is almost in- 
finitely improbable: so that no argument can be based on the 
complexity of conspiring causes.---No one can observe an end 
or the realization of purpose as such, "for we can observe only 
successions of events and things." (Footnote 36: Stace, op. cit., 
p. 77.) It is evident, then, that the assertion of existing ends in 
the universe is an inference from some facts which are observ- 


able. The question then becomes: from what facts is it inferred 
that various effects were aimed at by a mind? Two answers are 
common: the complexity of conspiring causes, and the produc- 
tion of valuable entities in a significant order. These two proc- 
esses of inference form the basis of this and the following 
objection. 

The inference that certain effects are ends is therefore based, 
in the first instance, on "the extreme complexity of the causes, 
the fact that a vast variety of causes have had to work together 
to produce the effect. .. ." (Footnote 37: Idem.) If, it is argued, 
there had been only the operation of chance, any arrangement 
of existing elements might have occurred, so that the chances of 
this particular arrangement (say, of the solar [[304]] system, or 
of the parts of the eye, or of the passage from matter to life to 
mind) are practically infinite. (Footnote 38: [bid., p. 78.) Since 
this particular arrangement has appeared, we suppose that it is 
the concretion of the purpose or end of an intelligent mind. 

But consider the argument: suppose that the solar system 
were differently arranged, or the eye differently constructed. 
This altered arrangement would be equally improbable, so that 
the fact that these entities exist as they do is no argument in fa- 
vor of their having been planned. (Footnote 39: Ibid., p. 79.) Or 
to put the matter generally: "Whatever happens in the world is 
almost infinitely improbable, for there are always an infinite 
number of other things which could have happened instead." 
(Footnote 40: Idem.) Consequently, the argument from the ex- 
treme complexity of causes is "wholly fallacious." (Footnote 
41: Ibid., p. 80.) 

As Randall and Buchler put the point: since any arrangement 
of the world would be an order, how is it possible to argue the 
existence of an intelligent being to account for the present or- 
der? (Footnote 42: Op. cit., pp. 163, 164.) It follows that the 
argument on this basis is invalid. 


By way of answer: we grant at once that an end gua end is 
not observed but inferred, that one reason for the inference is 
the necessary complexity of conspiring causes, and that what- 
ever happens in the universe is almost infinitely improbably 
from the standpoint of chance. But does it follow that the teleo- 
logical argument is therefore invalid? We think not. 

In the first place, the existence of an absolutely necessary 
and transcendent being has already been established and ration- 
ally defended against objections. It therefore follows that the 
existence of the basal elements of the world, the laws of their 
interaction, and their intrinsic possibilities, are dependent for 
their being upon a nonmaterial and supratemporal reality. If 
this is the case, then the general results of the interaction of the 
basal elements are also attributable to the Ultimate Cause, so 
that if adaptation does arise in the complex of determinate con- 
ditions, it cannot be attributed purely to the elements them- 
selves but must be referred to the Cause of these elements. 
Hence before we even approach the objection, there is a rational 
presupposition in favor of the inference to intelligent will: a 
presupposition which depends upon the obvious fact that the 
[[305]] possibilities of any given universe depend, in part, upon 
the original structure of its elements. If the concretions of the 
elements produced any effects not made possible by the abso- 
lutely necessary being, then another cause would be operating, 
and the former would not be the absolutely necessary basis of 
reality after all. 

But with particular reference to the objection itself: note that 
it makes two definite admissions. First, it admits the presence 
of adaptation in the very fabric of the universe. Thus Stace, 
commenting on the solar system, says: "It has to be admitted as 
a fact that the various masses, velocities, and distances of the 
planets, being what they are, have produced the effect that the 
planets move as they do around the sun." (Footnote 43: Op. cit., 
p. 76.) Second, the objection admits the practically infinite m- 


probability, on the hypothesis of chance concatenation, that any 
arrangement exists as it does. 

Now these admissions---which form the basis of the objec- 
tion---would seem to vitiate the contention of the objection en- 
tirely. If any arrangement of the elements is almost infinitely 
improbable on the basis of chance, then are we to affirm that 
therefore chance explains the present universe or any other? 
Would you write a check on your bank if I could show you that 
it was almost infinitely improbable that the bank had any 
funds? The opposite conclusion is the rational one: namely, 
that chance does not explain any arrangement whatever, but that 
recourse must be had to mind to explain the existence of a uni- 
verse, whatever its order. It scarcely seems reasonable that I 
should accept an explanation which by hypothesis is almost nn- 
finitely improbable---and accept it for the very reason that it is 
thus improbable. Certainly, this is not the ordinary mode of 
procedure in any other investigation. Of course, the word al- 
most makes the hypothesis of chance still barely possible: but 
the cosmological argument, as we have seen, plus the impossi- 
bility of explaining the origin of mind from a material base, de- 
stroys even that bare possibility. 

Now add in the other admission of the objection: namely, 
that the universe is replete with instances where the complex of 
causes conspires to produce effects which are suited to ends 
that could not have been previsioned by the elements them- 
selves (except on the hypothesis of an untenable panpsychism). 
Not only is this a universe which, in terms of chance, is almost 
infinitely improbable: it is [[306]] one in which the complex of 
causes does result in the adaptation of means to what turn out to 
be ends; the structure of the eye, for example, conspiring to 
make vision possible. The hypothesis of chance now appears to 
be reducing to the vanishing point: the whole structure of the 
universe is as if it had been produced by an intelligent will; 
chance, the only alternative, is almost infinitely improbable and 


is made completely so by the cosmological argument. (Footnote 
44: The possibility of a third alternative---that of unconscious 
purpose---is considered in the sequel.) Are we therefore foolish 
to believe that the universe is the product of intelligent will? 

If it be objected that I have assumed the identity of the intel- 
ligent will and the absolutely necessary being, I answer that I 
have already demonstrated the absurdity of a plurality of ulti- 
mate beings. The only rational conclusion seems to be that the 
complexity of conspiring causes does serve to indicate that the 
universe is the product of intelligent will, and that therefore the 
objection to the contrary is invalid. 

Because is commits the fallacy of consequent. ---The teleo- 
logical argument is guilty of this fallacy because it reasons from 
the fact that virtuous minds tend to produce valuable things to 
the conclusion that valuable things must have been produced by 
a virtuous mind. It will be recalled that the second ground of 
the inference to effects as ends, according to the teleolo gical ar- 
gument, is the progressive production of increasingly valuable 
things in the cosmic process. Now "valuable things are the kind 
of things which we, assuming that we are virtuous persons, 
would aim at producing if we were creating a world. We there- 
fore think that, if there are valuable things in the world, they 
have probably been produced by a mind with purposes similar 
to our own." (Footnote 45: Stace, op. cit., p. 81.) 

But this argument commits a common logical error called 
the fallacy of consequent. Such fallacy consists in supposing 
that a condition and its consequent are convertible, so that it is 
possible to argue from the presence of the consequent to the ex- 
istence of the condition. Thus, for example, the fallacy is 
committed if I assume a theory proved when facts are present 
which should be present if the theory were true: this, however, 
is only verification, not proof, which would require that I show 
all logically possible alternatives to be untenable. [[307]] From 


the mere fact that x causes y, I cannot conclude that y exists if, 
and only if, x exists. 

Now this confusion of verification with proof is exactly 
what the teleological argument commits: (Footnote 46: [dem.) 
virtuous minds tend to produce valuable things; the cosmic 
process has resulted in the production of valuable things; there- 
fore it must be the effect and end of a virtuous mind. Clearly, 
such argument is fallacious. 

Suppose, in the ace of this difficulty, that refuge is taken in 
mere verification, so that the existence of God becomes no 
more than an hypothesis in the strict scientific sense. This is 
certainly a possible position, but it is open to the charge that it 
fails to explain the existence of bad things in the universe: 


[indent] Although this may be a good hypothesis insofar as 
it explains some of the facts, it is not so good as the hypothesis, 
that 'chance,' 1.e., the laws of nature operating without design, 
produces all the events and things in the world. . . . If the world 
is not ruled by a designing mind, but only by the blind laws of 
nature, then that the world would be an indiscriminate mixture 
of good and bad things---as it is---is precisely what we should 
expect. (Footnote 47: Ibid., p. 82.) 


The conclusion to be drawn is that "the argument from design 
turns out to be worthless." (Footnote 48: dem.) 

In answer to this objection: we readily grant that the argu- 
ment from the progressive realization of valuable entities in an 
order of increasing significance is a basic aspect of teleology; 
and that if the argument rested merely on the analogy from ex- 
perience (i.e., that virtuous minds tend to produce valuable 
things), it would either involve the fallacy of consequent or be 
no more than a hypothesis. But we deny that these considera- 
tions establish the invalidity of the argument. 


In the first place, let us suppose that the theistic postulate is 
only hypothetical and admits of no more than verification. 
Stace's point is that it is not as simple an hypothesis as chance, 
nor as adequate, since it fails to explain the existence of bad 
things, while chance explains both good and bad. Now the fol- 
lowing remarks become appropriate: Stace assumes that theism 
cannot explain the presence of evil; if it is possible to show that 
evil is explicable in a theistic [[308]] universe, then the two hy- 
potheses will stand so far on equal footing. In the sequel just 
such a theistic explanation of evil is proffered for consideration. 

Assume then for the present that the problem of evil is solu- 
ble in theistic terms: this means that the theistic and chance hy- 
potheses are equally plausible in this respect. But actually the 
theistic hypothesis is far more plausible, for every case or n- 
stance of valuable things, except the one in dispute, does n- 
volve conscious purpose. If appeal is made to any of the whole 
range of adaptations in nature, the appeal is unjustified, for 
these are the very cases in dispute. The objector to teleology 
can point to no instance of valuable things which does not n- 
volve conscious purpose, unless he does so in the area of dis- 
pute, which would beg the question. Now, of two otherwise 
equally plausible hypotheses is it not rationally admissible to 
accept the alternative which every analogy of human experience 
supports in other spheres than the one in question? True, there 
is no compulsion, but the rational case is for the theistic hy- 
pothesis: to say that the case in question may be the result of 
blind elements churning the universe with motion is begging 
the question for the naturalist or at most stating a bare possibil- 
ity. 

As a matter of fact, however, the theistic postulate is not a 
mere hypothesis: for it can be shown that the hypothesis of 
chance is rationally inadmissible; hence that theism admits of 
proof, since its alternative is impossible. We have already 
shown, in our answer to the preceding objection, that the chance 


motion of material elements is thus inadmissible as an hypothe- 
sis: first, because the cosmological argument has already estab- 
lished the existence of an absolutely necessary being which 
transcends the space-time universe and is its ground of exis- 
tence; second, because it is impossible to explain the origin of 
mind from a material base, as would be necessary on the chance 
hypothesis. But a proposition is considered proved when (1) 
those facts follow which ought to follow if it were true, and (2) 
all logically possible alternatives are eliminated. Therefore the 
case for theism admits, not merely of hypothetical verification, 
but of demonstrative proof. 

I therefore conclude that the theistic postulate does not n- 
volve the fallacy of consequent when properly formulated, and 
that consequently the objection is invalid and unsustained. 
[[309]] 


C. — Epistemological Objections: which attempt to show that 
the argument to design or purpose is without a sufficient 
experiential foundation 


Because the design argument does no more than make ex- 
planation in terms of intelligence a possibility (converse of the 
preceding objection).---The teleological argument rests on the 
assumption that where there is order there is mind, whereas this 
conclusion is extremely doubtful. So Lamprecht (who by some 
accident poses this as an objection to the cosmological argu- 
ment): the argument "rests on the supposition that where there 
is order there is manifestation of mind; but for that supposition 
there is no empirical evidence, and indeed the supposition, be- 
ing highly general, is more doubtful than the conclusion it is 
designed to support." (Footnote 49: Lamprecht, op. cit., p. 32.) 

Of course, the analogy of human experience makes the sup- 
position of an intelligent will possible, perhaps even probable. 


Thus Mill (who sharply distinguishes design and purpose #- 
pects of teleology): "The resemblances between some of the ar- 
rangements in nature and some of those made by men are 
considerable, and even as mere resemblances afford a certain 
presumption of similarity of cause; but how great that presump- 
tion is it is hard to say. All that can be said with certainty is 
that these likenesses make creation by intelligence considerably 
more probable than if the likenesses had been less, or than if 
there had been no likenesses at all." (Footnote 50: Mill, op. cit., 
p. 72.) It therefore seems that explanation in terms of intelli- 
gent will is at best possible or probable. 

By way of answer: we need only observe that this objection 
is merely the preceding objection in converse form. whereas 
the former argued that the inference to ends involved the fallacy 
of consequent, this present statement asserts that the argument 
is no more than hypothetical or possible. Therefore, the argu- 
ment has already been refuted; and I state it in this form merely 
for the convenience of those persons who might encounter the 
objection thus and fail to recognize it as a restatement of the 
preceding allegation. I pass therefore to a consideration of the 
next objection. 

Because the inference to design is justifiable only on the ba- 
sis of a past experience of association: and we have no such 
experience, either of the world as a whole, or of the particular 
instances of design in it.---The teleological argument assumes 
that, in arguing to a [[310]] designer, we know "what sort of a 
thing a universe due to intelligent design would be, and what 
sort of thing one due to no design would be. But in fact we 
have not any such antecedent knowledge." (Footnote 51: A. E. 
Taylor, Does God Exist?, p. 101; cited for purpose of refuta- 
tion.) In fact, we are justified in the inference to design merely 
on the basis of a past experience of association: thus, to use 
Mill's example, when I find a watch, the reason I infer a 
watchmaker is not that the watch has designed structure, but 


that I already know by direct experience that watches are made 
by men. (Footnote 52: Mill, op. cit., p. 72.) 

Thus if we had seen worlds made by an intelligent will, or 
particular natural instances of adaptation thus brought about, we 
might infer from the present world, or from the experienced nn- 
stances of adaptation, that the cause involved was an intelligent 
will. But we have had no such experience. Hence the inference 
to an intelligent will is unjustified, if it is to be regarded as a 
true induction. In fairness to Mill, it ought to be said that he 
does not push the objection this far, but it seems to me that he 
was inconsistent in not doing so. 

By way of answer: this objection (and every other which 
admits the presence of adaptation at all) has already been r- 
futed by implication in the preceding section. Of course, if I try 
to show that the universe contains evidence of design or pur- 
pose, I do assume that I know what sort of thing a universe due 
to intelligent design and purpose would be. That I have no such 
antecedent knowledge would appear to me to be a strange ob- 
jection, to say the very least. For if I did not know what pur- 
pose and design were, if I were not familiar with my own 
experience of adapting means to ends, I would never attempt an 
explanation of the universe in terms of design or purpose: cer- 
tainly I should not be so absurd as to explain anything by some- 
thing that I do not know. But this is no objection to the 
teleological argument, or to any other, so far as I can see. 

But more importantly: even if it were true that we infer de- 
sign from an experience of past association, the assertion that 
we are justified in asserting design only on the basis of such 
past association, involves that very fallacy of consequent which 
previously had been directed against the teleological argument 
itself. Just because I do infer design on the basis of past experi- 
ence, this does not mean that I can infer design only on this ba- 
sis. It may be that a bolt of lightning will effect the burning 
down of a house, but it may also be the case that this effect is 


accomplished by the lighting of a match, [[311]] or even atomic 
disintegration. And so, according to the scriptural proverb, the 
dog has returned to its own vomit and the sow to wallowing in 
her mire: the teleologist can also charge the fallacy of conse- 
quent, and that with justice. 

The objection that we thus infer design only from experience 
of past association is, in fact, either nonexistent or self- 
contradictory. I infer a watchmaker from a watch, it is alleged, 
because of my past direct experience that watches are made by 
men. But when I find a particular watch on a sandy beach, I 
have had no experience of its origin: although I may have seen 
many similar articles made by men, | have not seen this one 
thus made, for it is a distinct, unique, particular, determinate 
watch. Now either I am justified in the induction that this 
watch was made by an intelligent will or not. If not, then it is 
false that I may infer design from a past experience that similar 
objects were produced by intelligent will---but this contradicts 
the original hypothesis. Yet if I am justified in the induction, 
then the original hypothesis is no longer an objection, for it in- 
volves the same passage of thought as is involved in the teleo- 
logical argument itself. In the one case, I pass from an entity, 
of whose origin I have had no experience, to the inference of an 
intelligent will, for the reason that in the past similar objects 
were experienced by me to have been effects of intelligent will: 
thus, according to the objection, I reason from this particular 
watch to a watchmaker. In the other case, I do exactly the same 
thing: I pass from an instance of adaptation, for example, to an 
intelligent will as its cause, because every one of my own past 
experiences of adaptation is thus explicable. Consequently, the 
original hypothesis is not an objection but a support for the 
teleological argument. 

It may be objected that in the case of the watch, I can cor- 
roborate my induction by other considerations; but this is not an 
objection. It still is true that I can never see any particular 


watch made, once it is given in experience as completed. The 
teleological argument also has numerous other corroborations, 
e.g., the reduction of the alternatives to self-contradiction. It 
must therefore be that the original objection either disappears or 
is self-contradictory. 

As a matter of fact, however, it is not true that I infer design 
only on the basis of an experience of past association, unless it 
is true in such a way as would involve the validity of the teleo- 
logical argument [[312]] itself. As A. E. Taylor points out: if 
an explorer finds certain objects which, because of the coadap- 
tation of the various parts, appear to be artifacts, he concludes 
the existence of intelligent beings as their author, even though 
no other evidence of the existence of such a race or tribe or n- 
dividual might be available. (Footnote 53: Op. cit., pp. 103- 
105.) Similarly, if we found a watch in the sand, even though 
we had never seen one before, the coadaptation of the various 
parts to produce a unitary result would argue purposive contriv- 
ance: and it is just such contrivance that nature everywhere dis- 
closes. 

Thus it appears that either the objection is false that I may 
infer intelligent will only on the basis of past experience of a- 
sociation, or that the objection is true in such a way that it ad- 
mits the validity of the teleological argument itself and 
therefore is not an objection at all. 

Because the argument from the progressive realization of 
ends is purely anthropomorphic and anthropocentric. ---The 
teleological argument, in its emphasis upon the progressive te- 
alization of ends in the universe in an order of increasingly sig- 
nificant value from matter to life to mind, assumes that man, as 
the embodiment of the state of mind, is the goal of the creative 
process. But this self-glorification is pure anthropocentrism, or 
to let Bertrand Russell speak for himself: 


[indent] Is there not something a trifle absurd in the specta- 
cle of human beings holding a mirror before themselves, and 
thinking what they behold so excellent as to prove that a Cos- 
mic Purpose must have been aiming at it all along? .. . Only 
abysmal self-complacency can see in Man a reason which Om- 
niscience could consider adequate as a motive for the Creator. 
(Footnote 54: Religion and Science, pp. 221, 222.) 


Surely the teleological argument rests on the most extreme and 
unbridled self-centeredness and self-preoccupation. 

By way of answer: even if this objection were valid, it 
would not destroy the teleological argument, for that argument 
rests, not merely on the culmination of the cosmic process in 
man, but on the whole structure of the adaptation of means to 
ends in the general order of nature. Even if it were false that 
man is the "highest product in respect of value, and in the light 
of whose emergence all Nature, to which he is akin, seems to 
have its raison d'etre," (Footnote 55: F. R. Tennant, Philoso- 
phical Theology, Il, p. 114.) still the teologi- [[313]] cal argu- 
ment would stand. For, as Tennant also observes, "the 
forcibleness of Nature's suggestion that she is the outcome of 
intelligent design lies not in particular cases of adaptedness in 
the world, nor even in the multiplicity of them . . . [but] consists 
rather in the conspiration of innumerable causes to produce, by 
their united and reciprocal action, and to maintain, a general or- 
der of Nature." (Footnote 56: [bid., p. 79.) 

Furthermore, the objection as usually put is somewhat over- 
stated: for the argument does not, or should not, assert that man 
is the highest being under God; for the most ardent teleologist 
ought to admit that there may be in the universe other orders of 
rational beings beside man; what the argument does imply is 
that man affords some hint regarding the designed end of the 
world process and that "whereas in the realm of nature beneath 
man no final purpose can be discerned, such purpose may be 


discerned in beings possessed of rationality, appreciation, self- 
determination, and morality." (Footnote 57: [bid., pp. 113, 114.) 

But, in fact, the objection is unsustained in any case. From a 
purely evolutionary point of view---which we here assume for 
the sake of argument---is it not the case that man is the highest 
product of the process? He is such in at least two distinct ways: 
first, he embodies, both by virtue of his physical structure and 
primarily by his possession of rational nature, the greatest ca- 
pacity for complex adjustment to environment---and evolution 
is just the passage from a simpler to a more complex adjust- 
ment; second, man is the last principal species to appear in the 
evolutionary process---about this point there is little dispute. 

It seems therefore reasonable to argue that what, as a matter 
of empirical fact, is the (so far) final achievement of the evolu- 
tionary process, is also the end of the intelligent will that under- 
lies the process, if there be any such end or will at all: and this 
last point is not here in dispute. Where else in the process 
should the end be located? If the end exists somewhere in “na- 
ture beneath man,” why has the process of evolution gone on to 
achieve man? Man could only exist means admit of at least two 
meanings: (1) conditions for the existence of a presumed end, 
as hydrogen and oxygen are means to the existence of water; 
(2) conditions employed by a presumed end for the realization 
of its own ends, as sticks are among the means whereby a man 
builds a fire for some reason. Now the first of these two mean- 
[[314]] ings is inapplicable, because one thing cannot be the 
condition of the existence of another unless it possesses prior or 
at least contemporaneous existence: and man was the last prin- 
cipal species to appear. The second meaning is applicable only 
to the activity of rational nature and therefore must either assert 
panpsychism or admit that rational nature (as in man) is the end 
of the process after all. 

But again: either rational and self-conscious existence, has 
an assignable value as over against brute matter and mere life, 


or it has no such assignable value. If it has such an assignable 
value in this context, then Russell’s objection is invalid at once, 
for that which has greater assignable value is by that very fact 
more appropriate as an end. 

Suppose, however, I assert that self-consciousness and 1a- 
tional existence has no assignable value as over against matter 
and life. This assertion is a judgment and therefore possesses 
two sets of characteristics: first, it is possible only on the condi- 
tion that rational nature exists, since judgment is a capacity of 
mind alone; second, it is either true or false. If it is false, then 
the objection against the teleological argument is at once re- 
moved. Suppose therefore that the assertion is true: it would 
then be self-contradictory. For truth itself has no existence 
apart from the judgments which rational minds construct on the 
basis of experience: and the statement asserts that rational m- 
ture has no assignable value as over against matter and life. It 
therefore follows that truth has no such assignable value and 
hence, for that reason, must be either false or meaningless; 
since if it is really true that it has no such value, the statement 
itself, if considered true, has no such value. It results, conse- 
quently, that the truth of the proposition---rational existence has 
no assignable value as over against matter and life---involves its 
own falsity and is therefore self-contradictory. 

It may be objected that the analysis is faulty, since the objec- 
tor asserts, not that truth has no value, but that, as possible only 
for rational nature, it has no value greater than that of matter or 
life. But this objection is also to no avail. For the assertion that 
anything at all has value---whether matter, life, or mind---is 
possible only for a mind, both because it is a judgment and be- 
cause value is predicated only with respect to the experienced 
or anticipated utility of a given entity---and only mind has a ca- 
pacity thus to judge with respect to given entities. It therefore 
is the case that matter and life have no [[315]] assignable value 
apart from mind, since only minds can assign values. 


Now then: if truth and, more basically, mind have the same 
value as matter and life considered independently, they there- 
fore have no value. But we have already shown that the asser- 
tion---truth has no assignable value---is self-contradictory. It is 
concluded that the whole objection---that mind has no assign- 
able value as over against matter and life---is self-contradictory 
and hence invalid. 

While I think the objection already stands refuted, one final 
set of remarks might be made from a more positive point of 
view. The implication of the preceding analysis is that rational, 
moral nature is the only conceivable end of the cosmic process, 
since any other assumption about such an <<inserted “an’’>> 
end involves either material or logical contradiction. After all, 
if God is Himself rational and moral, it is prima facie reason- 
able that He would create a universe in which rational and 
therefore moral being was the chief end. 

I therefore conclude that the whole objection is invalid and 
that the teleological argument is anthropocentric only in being 
rational and for the very reason that the chief end of the uni- 
verse is rational. 

Because any given entity has no single function and hence 
not a single purpose.---The teleological argument assumes that 
“everything has its ‘purpose’ in the total scheme of nature, 
whether animate or inanimate.” (Footnote 58: Randall and 
Buchler, op. cit., p. 162.) But as a matter of fact, many, if not 
all, entities have no single purpose or function. “No object has 
an absolute or single ‘purpose’ under all circumstances. If a 
random stone is to be spoken of as having a purpose or func- 
tion, this is not something with which the stone is intrinsically 
endowed or antecedently equipped; it is determined only after 
the stone is found to function within its environment in a defi- 
nite way.” (Footnote 59: Ibid., p. 163.) It follows that “the as- 
sumption of a single purpose on which this teleological 


argument rests is far from being the only interpretation of the 
facts.” (Footnote 60: Idem.) 

In answer: we readily grant that a given object in the envi- 
ronment of man may be put to a multiplicity of purposes; d- 
though the higher we go in the cosmic process, the more 
definitely assignable are the functions of various entities: for 
example, in the structure of organic beings, definite and particu- 
lar functions are to a large extent precisely definable. 

But how are we to explain the fact that intelligence has ap- 
peared [[316]] and can adapt its environment to a multiplicity 
of purposes? If the objection means anything, it means that na- 
ture is so constructed that it can be nstrumental in the realiza- 
tion of ends which intelligence may envisage. And if this be 
granted, the case for a teleological principle in the structure of 
reality is but strengthened: it is the very fitness of the inorganic 
to be instrumental in the development of life and mind that 
needs to be explained by reference to intelligent will. 

Now the objector may insist that we have merely skirted the 
objection: he may say that after all, if the universe admits of 
teleological explanation, then every part of it must be thus ex- 
plicable ultimately and have an assignable purpose, whereas 
experience does show that given entities may execute numerous 
functions. In reply: we grant at once that if the universe is 
teleologically explicable, it must be thoroughly so from an ul- 
timate point of view, so that all things and events must be trace- 
able tot he total set of conditions necessary for the realization of 
the Divine Purpose. Now we have already indicated the desired 
purpose by implication. Man is the chief end of the cosmic 
process, so far as that process is known: and therefore other as- 
pects of the process are significant primarily as means for the 
development of rational and moral existence. 

What then is the purpose of a stone, or a planet, or a uni- 
verse---excluding the specified chief end? The purpose of all 
these is the instrumental one of constituting an environment for 


rational and moral being. I have therefore given a teleological 
explanation, in general terms, of every given entity in the envi- 
ronment of rational and moral being. And if it be asked how 
any given entity contributes specifically to this end, the answer 
is two fold: first, that, while I am not omniscient, experience--- 
both on scientific and popular levels---is progressively unfold- 
ing the answer; second, hat the reply to this question need not 
be exhaustive, if I have already shown that rational and moral 
being is the chief end of the cosmic process. It is therefore con- 
cluded that the original objection is invalid and that its basic as- 
sertion of the adaptiveness of environment to intelligent ends is 
actually a consideration in support of teleology. 

Because the teleological principle is practically barren.--- 
We regard an hypothesis as fruitful if it can be used to predict 
future events; and the aim of such prediction is one of the basic 
motives of scientific investigation. But how does the teleologi- 
cal and theistic explanation enable us to predict future events? 
That a given entity has a purpose does not enable me to say 
anything about its future action or significance. Randall and 
Buchler state essentially this objection: “The supernaturalistic 
hypothesis is regarded as unsatisfactory because . . . it explains 
nothing in a scientific sense but rather limits inquiry and the 
search for objective evidence.” (Footnote 61: /bid., p. 227.) It 
therefore follows that the theistic hypothesis is pragmatically 
useless. 

In answer: we have already shown that the theistic explana- 
tion does not occupy the status of an hypothesis but rather that 
of objective validity; the objection is therefore invalid because 
it erroneously assumes that theism is purely hypothetical. If the 
evidence establishes the existence of x beyond question, its ex- 
istence cannot be impaled on the cross of pragmatic barrenness. 

But with segard to the objection itself: how are we to explain 
the possibility of successful prediction at all? Such prediction 
is possible only on the condition that a general order of nature 


is continuously maintained in accordance with generally fixed 
laws. The force which maintains this uniformity must be either 
the material world, or some part of it, or an extraneous cause: 
and the untenable character of the first two alternatives has d- 
ready been shown in the discussion of the cosmological argu- 
ment. It follows that such a cause or force must be an 
extraneous reality that thus transcends the space-time universe, 
or what is the same thing, the absolutely necessary being. Con- 
sequently, God, or the absolute being, is the unexpressed prem- 
ise of every predictive hypothesis: and far from being 
unfruitful, the existence of God is the only ultimate principle 
that does enable us to predict the future; for it makes it possible 
for us to predict what is the sine qua non for prediction itself: 
namely, the continued maintenance of the system of nature and 
therefore of predictability itself. 

The present objection is thus doubly invalid, both by making 
God’s existence hypothetical, and by denying that theism ex- 
plains anything about the future. 


D. Metaphysical Objections: which attempt to show that the ar- 
gument from teleology does not give a valid explanation of u- 
timate reality 


Because the apparent presence of design and purpose may 
conceivably have resulted from the chance interaction of ele- 
ments in a material base.---On the cosmic level: life and mind 
might have arisen [[318]] by accident from the chance concate- 
nation of material constituents. Thus Russell, after suggesting 
this possibility, singles out the existence of life and remarks: “Tt 
may seem odd that life should occur by accident, but in such a 
large universe accidents will happen.” (Footnote 62: Religion 
and Science, p. 216.) And so Tennant represents an opponent 
as suggesting: “Rich suggestions of design in the known world 
yield no proof of design in the universe, since our ordered 


fragment may be but a temporary and casual episode in the his- 
tory of the universe . . . a chance product of mindless agency in 
a universe which has had opportunity to produce all sorts of lo- 
cal and ephemeral worlds within a World.” (Footnote 63: Op. 
cit., II, p. 80.) 

On the biological level: the fitness of the inorganic to minis- 
ter to life and the internal adaptedness of organic beings may 
have resulted from natural interaction with the environment. So 
Mill, although he thinks that “the adaptations in nature afford a 
large balance of probability in favor of creation by intelli- 
gence.” (Footnote 64: Op. cit., pp. 74, 75.) On the evolutionary 
hypothesis, it is no marvel that the parts of an organism should 
be adapted to perform particular functions or that the inorganic 
serves to minister to life, for these functions of the organism 
were developed through natural selection of those particular 
forms of life which, being accidentally produced, were most fit 
to survive in a given environment. If it be objected that just 
those conditions which are present had to be present for the de- 
velopment of life and its forms, the answer is that if conditions 
had been different, other forms of life, consonant with them, 
might have emerged. 

On the psychic level: the intelligibility of the world may be a 
special case of adaptation which, as at lower levels, results from 
environmental interaction. Mind itself being a construct on a 
material base, it is no object of astonishment that it should be 
adapted to the understanding of a nature from which it sprang 
by natural selection. So G. P. Conger writes: “Arguments 
based on the wonders of epistemology lose their point when 
one regards the world of nature as capable of moulding mind in 
its own matrix and keeping in contact with it during the proc- 
ess.” (Footnote 65: G. P. Conger, The Ideologies of Religion, p. 
119.) 

Thus the evolutionary hypothesis cuts away every implicate 
for design and purpose by enumerating a series of proximate 


causes which render an adequate explanation of the whole 
range of adapta- [[319]] tion and the progressive realization of 
ends: consequently, the teleological argument is invalid and the 
assertion of an ultimate intelligence will therefore is superflu- 
ous. 

In answer: The basic assumption and sine qua non of the en- 
tire objection is that the whole space-time universe is explicable 
in terms of chance interaction of material elements: but we have 
already refuted this basic assumption ad nauseam in our con- 
sideration of the preceding objections. And with the general 
discrediting of the chance hypothesis goes the refutation of the 
specific applications involved in the present objection. To 
summarize, we have shown that the basic assumption of chance 
is untenable for three main reasons. First, because, even if we 
were to grant the existence of a self-subsistent material bas 
(which we do not grant), any explanation of the structure or ac- 
tion of these elements in terms of chance is almost infinitely 
improbable and therefore untenable as an ultimate theory; con- 
sult our answer to the first logical objection above. Second, be- 
cause the cosmological argument has already shown that a 
material universe in interaction, when offered as an ultimate 
explanation, involves the rationally impossible infinite series 
and therefore must be grounded in an absolutely necessary be- 
ing that transcends the space-time universe. Third, because 
mind could not have arisen from a material base, since there is 
no continuity of essential structure that is common to both mat- 
ter and mind, in terms of the naturalistic hypothesis. In point of 
fact, therefore, the entire objection stands guilty at reason’s bar 
before it even faces the jury. 

But to consider the objection on its own merits: the sugges- 
tion that order (in the sense of apparent design and purpose) in 
our fragment of the world, either from a temporal or spatial 
point of view, may be a merely casual episode in a vast space- 
time universe is actually untenable in any case. Not only is it 


the case that any chance universe is absolutely improbable, it is 
also true that order in the fragment implies order in the assumed 
whole. Either our isolable (?) fragment is causally related to the 
assumed whole of the space-time universe, or not. If not, then 
there is no basis for speaking of the fragment as part of the 
whole and no reason for even affirming that this extraneous 
whole exists. It must therefore be that our ordered fragment is 
an integral part of the whole and is causally related to it. But 
this must mean that the two are interdependent, that order in our 
fragment springs from order in the whole and recipro- [[320]] 
cally conditions the whole: “The ordered oasis is not an isolable 
fragment. It and the supposed desert or ‘chaos’ are interde- 
pendent. It is because the desert is what it is that the oasis is 
what it is; and the one has orderedness only by permission, so 
to say, of the other.” (Footnote 66: F. R. Tennant, op. cit., I, p. 
80.) Hence the order of our fragment springs from a nexus of 
conditions in the assumed chaos, which is therefore not a chaos 
at all, since that which contains the conditions of order is by 
that very fact itself an order. And if it occurs to someone to 
suggest that the present “fragmentary” order did not spring 
from conditions in the assumed “chaos,” then either he will 
have to repudiate the causal axiom---which we have already 
shown to be an impossible procedure---or he will himself give 
explicit support to the teleological argument. 

Again, even if the whole effect of the cosmic process were 
explicable in terms of successive proximate causes, this fact 
would not be incompatible with teleological explanation--- 
although, as the cosmological argument has already shown, the 
series of proximate causes itself must rest in the existence of an 
absolutely ultimate cause. The teleological argument does not 
need to resort to a deus ex machina: it need not assert that God 
supervenes on the evolutionary process at every point and pro- 
duces adaptations thus by direct intervention---any more than 
when I set a series of causes in motion to attain a certain effect, 


it must be held that I directly perform the operation of each n- 
termediary factor, if I am to be the ultimate explanation of the 
particular orientation of the series. Similarly with God, al- 
though it is true that God sustains the operation of second 
causes in a manner that transcends my sustaining of the operat- 
ing of intermediary factors by my intent, purpose, and initial 
action in a given situation. So Tennant, commenting on the or- 
ganic realm: “The fact of organic evolution, even when the 
maximum of instrumentality is accredited to what is figura- 
tively called natural selection, is not incompatible with teleol- 
ogy on a grander scale. . . . This kind of teleology does not set 
out from the particular adaptations in individual organisms or 
species so much as from considerations as to the progressive- 
ness of the evolutionary process and as to the organic realm as a 
whole.” (Footnote 67: Ibid., p. 84.) Explanation in terms of 
proximate causes, even if it eliminate appeal to intelligent will 
as the ultimate explanation of the whole progress of successive 
adaptations in nature. [[321]] 

But as a matter of fact, even if the evolutionary explanation 
of the organic realm were granted it appears that the process is 
not explicable merely in terms of proximate causes, but that it 
requires a progressive and continuing intelligent guidance for 
its sufficient explanation. Of course, this does not mean that 
proximate causes are not operative at every point in the process; 
what it does mean is that the particular mode of their operation 
is explicable only in teleological terms. 

The “survival of the fittest” presupposes the arrival of the fit, 
and, as Tennant remarks, “throws no light thereupon.” (Foot- 
note 68: /bid., p. 85.) This is not to say that there are no proxi- 
mate causes from which the “fittest” arrives: but rather that, 
merely because a chance arrival of anything at all is, as we have 
already explained at length, absolutely improbable, the fittest 
could not conceivably appear without the guidance of intelli- 
gent will in setting up the whole series of proximate causes and 


maintaining its operation. The suggestion that, had there been 
different conditions, other forms of life consonant with them 
might have appeared is actually pointless: for “the existence of 
any forms of life that we may conceive, the necessary environ- 
ment, whatever its nature, must be complex and dependent 
upon a multiplicity of conditions, such as are not reasonably at- 
tributable to blind forces or to pure mechanism.” (Footnote 69: 
Ibid., p. 87.) In other words, any environment of life would de- 
pend on a complex of conditions that is absolutely improbable 
from the stand point of chance alone. It follows therefore that 
any complex of conditions from which any form of life arises, 
requires explanation in terms of guidance by intelligent will. 

The same point can be cast in a different light with a similar 
result, if we ask whether natural selection does explain specific 
adaptations at all, and particularly the progress of the cosmic 
process as a whole in the biological realm. In the first place, in 
the case of any given adaptation, the mutations required to 
achieve the complex structure are, in almost innumerable in- 
stances, a burden and a handicap, rather than a means to more 
adequate adjustment to environment. If pure natural selection 
were operative, mutations of this type would die out because 
not so fit to survive as their hardier, but less complex, relatives: 
and yet on the theory of natural selection, it is just such muta- 
tions which account for the progressive realization of more 
[[322]] complex forms. But according to the theory itself, these 
variants ought to die out as not fit to survive. 

Burtt, though noncommittal on the point, gives this illustra- 
tion: he speaks of the complex of conditions involved in the de- 
velopment of a bird’s wings, through which it is fitted to fly, 
and then remarks: 


[indent] Can this remarkably complex adaptation be ac- 
counted for mechanically, by the principle of gradual natural 
selection... ? No... because the first rudiments of a wing 


could hardly enable their possessor to fly; they would not only 
bring no positive advantage in the struggle for existence, but 
would be a useless burden and therefore a handicap. Their pos- 
sessors would be less adapted to the needs of life rather than 
more. Yet, according to the Darwinian theory of natural selec- 
tion, such adaptations are acquired through the accumulation of 
specific variations of structure, each of which when it occurs is 
preserved because it provides its possessor with a distinct ad- 
vantage over others who compete with it for the privileges of 
existence. There is no such advantage in a quarter or half of a 
wing; to explain the gradual growth of a complete wing ena- 
bling its possessor actually to fly, we must leave natural selec- 
tion and suppose an intelligent cause directing the entire 
process toward the attainment of its appropriate end. (Footnote 
70: E. A. Burtt, Types of Religious Philosophy, p. 109.) 


Again, chance adaptation and natural selection, even if op- 
erative, would not explain the radical steps in the evolutionary 
process. If a given form is well adapted to its environment, a 
stabilization results and the process becomes fixed at that point. 
On the other hand, if it is not well adapted it dies out in favor of 
forms which are and which therefore become fixed. This point 
is developed at considerable length by Prof. Wild, who points 
out that forms especially well adapted to a given environment 
are by that very fact rules out of the main progress of evolution- 
ary advance. Adaptation to environment “has been on the 
whole a conservative factor which has produced, not advance, 
but flexible stability like that of certain forms which became so 
well adapted in the Cambrian period that they have suffered no 
major change down to the present day.” (Footnote 71: John 
Wild, Introduction to Realistic Philosophy, p. 367.) Yet as a 
matter of fact, the higher forms of life have arrived; and this 
fact therefore seems explicable only in terms of the activity of 
directive intelligence. [[323]] 


In the light of the above considerations, I therefore conclude 
that the apparent presence of design and purpose in the universe 
is inexplicable in terms of the chance interaction of elements in 
a material base, and that hence the entire objection is invalid. 

Because the argument, if valid, does not involve theism in 
the fullest sense. --- 


Because all the phenomena, while they require explanation 
teleologically, may be accounted for in terms of unconscious 
purpose, or impersonal intelligence and will. 


An objector might try to escape the dilemma posed by a 
necessary choice between chance and theism, by the accusation 
that, while we have all along assumed that self-conscious intel- 
ligence and chance are the only alternatives of explanation, this 
basic assumption is false. For we have overlooked the possibil- 
ity of unconscious purpose or impersonal intelligence. (Foot- 
note 72: A. H. Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 78.) Might there 
not be an élan vital which strives blindly toward what happen to 
become significant and progressively realized ends, when 
viewed from the standpoint of intelligence? After all, if our 
own actions may often concrete in ends which though not pre- 
visioned, are nevertheless significant, could not this be true of 
nature itself? (Footnote 73: Cf. Tennant, op. cit., I, pp. 107- 
108.) It appears therefore that the teleological argument need 
conclude no more than such an unconscious purposive factor, 
and not the personal God of theism. 

In answer: aside from the cases here in question---which 
therefore cannot be the basis of argument without begging the 
question---every analogy of human experience supports the 
contention that no purpose exists except a conscious one and no 
intelligence except a personal one. In other words, the hypothe- 
sis of unconscious purpose is of such a character that it admits 
of absolutely no experiential support without appeal to the very 


cases that are in dispute. If it be said that our actions some- 
times result in effects which we do not anticipate, this is true: 
but it cannot be said that these effects are ends or are purposed 
in any intelligible sense of those terms. They are rather the 
concomitants of purposive activity which, due to our ignorance, 
were not previsioned. Such effects may become ends, or means 
to further ends, but they do so only on the basis of conscious 
espousal. Hence experiential analogy is entirely on the side of 
the position that teleology is personal or self-conscious in char- 
acter. [[324]] 

The same point may be sharpened in effectiveness by the as- 
sertion that the expressions, “unconscious purpose” and “im- 
personal intelligence,” are self-contradictory. For when to we 
call a process purposive or intelligent? Only when it is the te- 
sult of an action consciously calculated to produce a previ- 
sioned end: and it is only with respect to such an end that 
predicates of purposiveness and intelligence are appropriate. 

It may be, for example, that Benjamin Franklin discovered 
electricity while flying a kite in a storm: but we do not say that 
this effect was Franklin’s purpose in flying a kite. His action 
was an intelligent action, I presume: but it was so only with ref- 
erence to some previsioned end---for example, that Franklin 
took pleasure in kite flying, or perhaps even that he flew the 
kite to escape boredom. The concomitant, but unforeseen, ef- 
fect of an action is not its purpose. 

If I should, while driving in my car, strike down and kill a 
small child without any prevision of this effect, would it be said 
that I killed the child purposely or that the killing gua killing 
was an intelligent action? The answer is no: in fact, the degree 
of my responsibility is determined precisely by the extent to 
which I did or could foresee the effect. It follows from such 
considerations as these that an unforeseen effect is not as such 
either purposive or intelligent. 


What then, is an unconscious purpose? It is an unpurposed 
purpose---which is nonsense. Or what is an impersonal intelli- 
gence? Since self-consciousness is involved in the direction of 
action toward a previsioned end, an impersonal intelligence is 
an unintelligent intelligence---which, again, is nonsense. 
Therefore the expressions, “unconscious purpose” and “imper- 
sonal intelligence,” are self-contradictory and meaningless. 

The preceding considerations have already shown that the 
production of unforeseen effects in human experience is no 
support for the hypothesis of unconscious purpose. But the 
same point can be reached in another manner. (Footnote 74: 
Ibid., p. 108f.) The unforeseen effects of human action are 
sometimes advantageous and sometimes not: hence they require 
redirection through intelligent action which does prevision its 
end without intelligent manipulation, if there is to be progres- 
sive realiza- [[325]] tion of ends at all. But this would imply, 
not that the teleological principle was unconscious, but if any- 
thing superconscious. 

For “nature’s ‘unconscious wisdom,’ in other words, must 
vastly exceed the sapience and foresight of humanity, liable as 
that is to errors which, save for reasoned amendment, might 
prove fatal.” (Footnote 75: Idem.) That nature does go straight 
to her mark would imply, in other words, not the absence of 
previsioning intelligence, but the complete and exhaustive pres- 
ence of it, unless we beg the question by referring to instances 
of the case in dispute---such as animal instinct, etc. It turns out 
therefore that the assertion---nature is not the result of previ- 
sioning intelligence---is self-contradictory. 

Finally, it may be asserted that either no teleological expla- 
nation is necessary at all, or else it is necessary by reference to 
intelligent will. If unconscious purpose may be all that is re- 
quired as a teleological explanation, then such purposes can be 
attributed separately to all the individual instances of adaptation 
that present themselves in nature. The eye, for example, may 


be said to have in itself the unconscious purpose of seeing, etc. 
There seems to be no reason why all the adaptations should be 
attributed to a single vital force: if we may make the purposive 
aspects of nature unconscious, contrary to the analogy of n- 
man experience, we may also impugn their unity. But it was to 
explain just such individual instances of adaptation that the 
teleological principle was suggested in the first place. Conse- 
quently, the hypothesis of unconscious purpose really means no 
more than that although the cosmic process proceeds as if it 
were purposive, as a matter of fact, it is not purposive but 
merely happens to act as though it were. But this explanation is 
thus shown to be nothing but the old appeal to chance appearing 
in a new guise. Since the chance hypothesis has already been 
shown to be absolutely improbable, it follows that either no 
teleological explanation is required at all or such an explanation 
involves personal intelligence and conscious purpose. 

It is therefore concluded that conscious purpose and chance 
are the only alternatives and that the suggested middle alterna- 
tive of unconscious purpose is either self-contradictory or a 
mere repetition of the chance hypothesis. And since chance is 
likewise not a rationally admissible alternative, the ultimate re- 
sult of our investigation must be the affirmation that intelligent 
and conscious purpose is the [[326]] only explanation of the 
gamut of experience that will finally suffice from a rational 
point of view. 


Because the progressive and gradual realization of purpose, 
through the use of means, is inconsistent with omnipotence as 
an attribute of God. 


Theism involves the assertion of God’s omnipotence: but the 
use of means to gain an end---which is the very meaning of 
purpose and the characteristic action of intelligence---is incon- 


sistent with this attribute, since the use of means implies limita- 
tion of power. Thus Mill points out: 


[indent] Every indication of Design in the Kosmos is so 
much evidence against the omnipotence of the designer. For 
what is meant by design? Contrivance: the adaptation of means 
to an end. But the necessity for contrivance---the need of em- 
ploying means---is a consequence of the limitation of power. . . 
. Who would have recourse to means if to attain his end his 
mere word was sufficient? . . . The evidences, therefore, of 
Natural Theology distinctly imply that the Author of the Kos- 
mos worked under limitations; that he was obliged to adapt 
himself to conditions independent of his will. . . . (Footnote 76: 
Mill, op. cit., pp. 75, 76.) 


And Russell bitingly remarks: “The conception of purpose is a 
natural one to apply to a human artificer. . . . But Omnipotence 
is subject to no such limitations [as a human artificer]. If God 
really things well of the human race . . . why not proceed, as in 
Genesis, to create man at once?” (Footnote 77: Religion and 
Science, pp. 193, 194.) The use of means to attain an end 
would thus seem to outlaw omnipotence: and thus theism, in the 
fullest sense, is unjustified by the very design argument which 
purports to support it. 

In answer: this objection has already been refuted by imph- 
cation in our answer to objections against the cosmological ar- 
gument and in our answer to the expansive-limiting argument 
of presuppositionalism. In the latter context, we attempted to 
show that the hypothesis of a finite ultimate, or of a plurality of 
infinite ultimates, is logically self-contradictory and therefore 
rationally untenable. Yet it is the very conception of a plurality 
of ultimates that the present objection embodies, since it m- 
plies that God works under conditions which are extraneously 
applied and imposed. In the former [[327]] context, it was es- 


tablished that the only rational explanation of existence must be 
cast in terms of the reality of an absolutely necessary being: that 
is, a being that contains all the ultimate conditions of existence 
and therefore faces no extraneous limitations whatsoever in the 
final analysis. 

At the very outset, therefore, the objection is faced with the 
insuperable difficulty that its basic assumption---namely, that of 
a finite ultimate---is rationally impossible. But in this case, the 
real alternatives are not a finite God or an infinite God, but an 
infinite God or no God at all! And this conclusion is reached 
without reference to teleology at all. Now we have already 
shown that no explanation of the universe is possible on the as- 
sumption that there is no absolutely necessary being or God. 
Again the alternatives shift: for the choice now is confined to 
explanation in terms of an infinite God or no explanation at all; 
since the latter position reduces to a self-contradictory skepti- 
cism---asserting, as it does, that no explanation of reality is pos- 
sible---the former position must be accepted. 

Since therefore the refutation of the objection already con- 
fronts us, our sole task in the present context is to show that the 
progressive realization of ends through the use of means is not 
inconsistent with the existence of an omnipotent and infinite 
God. That such a God exists has already been established. 

Now the objection insists that the use of means © gain an 
end is inconsistent with the divine omnipotence. But such an 
objection, pressed to its ultimate implications, would be, not 
that an omnipotent God cannot use means, but that either He 
can do nothing, or else all that He can do has been done from 
eternity. For consider: the objector urges that the use of means 
to an end is inconsistent with God’s omnipotence, since an- 
nipotence ought to achieve its end at once, without means. But 
the objection applies just as much against the attainment of the 
end as it does against the use of the means: for how could an 
omnipotent and all-sufficient God have any end to realize at all? 


Such an end would either exist within God, in which case 
there would be no need of its realization, or <<corrected from 
“realization. Or...”>> it would exist outside God as a possibil- 
ity yet to be realized; but then God would not be an omnipotent 
and absolutely necessary being, for He would be limited by the 
existence of an end not yet realized. It therefore follows that 
either an omnipotent God can do nothing or else every possibil- 
ity of His [[328]] being has been realized from eternity. If om- 
nipotence cannot employ means and achieve ends, then these 
two alternatives are the only logical possibilities. 

But suppose that an omnipotent God can do nothing: this 
position is liable to a double objection. First, it contradicts the 
whole structure of argumentation which asserts that an abso- 
lutely necessary being is the only rational explanation of the ex- 
isting universe: it is just the fact that God has done something 
that led us to conclude His existence as an absolute being. Sec- 
ond, the assertion is directly self-contradictory: for a God that 
can do nothing is utterly devoid of omnipotence, so that the as- 
sertion says that an omnipotent God is absolutely impotent--- 
which is absurd. 

Now consider the other alternative involved in the ultimate 
form of the present objection: suppose that all that an omnipo- 
tent God can do must have been done from eternity. This posi- 
tion is also objectionable. It contradicts the empirical fact that 
successive processes are going on in the experienced universe: 
if this is false, at least the illusion of these changes is in process, 
and the problem is the same. Again, the position would mean 
that the material universe is eternal: but then there must have 
been an infinite series of successive changes in the universe, 
and we have already demonstrated ad nauseam the impossibil- 
ity of an infinite series of actual existents. Thus the supposition 
that all God’s acts must have been executed from eternity is a- 
ther experientially or logically self-contradictory, or both. 


It follows that neither an omnipotent God who can do noth- 
ing, nor an omnipotent God who has done all things from eter- 
nity, is rationally conceivable. The outcome of the whole 
argument is that either an omnipotent God can use means in 
some explicable sense, or no explanation of reality is possible: 
since this last alternative is self-contradictory, the former must 
be affirmed. 

From a more positive pomt of view, what is really implied in 
the divine omnipotence, and how can it be shown that such an 
omnipotent God may be conceived, without self-contradiction, 
as using means? 

The meaning of divine omnipotence is not the ridiculous 
doctrine that there are no conditions that limit the expression of 
divine power, but rather it is the doctrine that all such condi- 
tions are self-involved and constitute the very structure of 
God’s own being. And since [[329]] every limit is thus im- 
posed by God’s own nature and is therefore timelessly neces- 
sary, it follows that every expression of God’s power is 
completely determined by His nature and also timelessly neces- 
sary. Consequently, God is called omnipotent for the very rea- 
son that the sum total of His actions is completely determined 
by His nature without the action of any ultimately extraneous 
conditions. God is not the whole of reality: but every aspect of 
subordinate reality springs from conditions that were ultimately 
imposed by the self-determination of the divine Being. Om- 
nipotence therefore may be defined as that attribute of God by 
virtue of which the total expression of His power is timelessly 
necessary and completely determined by His nature, independ- 
ently of extraneous conditions. 

Yet all the ends must therefore coexist with the means in 
God, and hence it might be insisted that we have actually re- 
turned to the already refuted position that all God’s actions 
have been executed from eternity. Such an objection is, how- 
ever, invalid; for the absolutely necessary being or God, as we 


have shown elsewhere, transcends the space-time universe 
without negating its character as spatial and temporal. This 
means that the whole content of the temporal series, for exam- 
ple, is directly perceived by God in a single intuition; so that the 
series is apprehended as a nexus of related parts, the reality of 
which is not destroyed by their being thus perceived. Thus all 
God’s ends do coexist with timeless necessity in what may be 
called the divine plan: but they so coexist, not because they are 
not progressively realized in the space-time universe, but be- 
cause God, as transcending that universe, both imposes all the 
conditions for its existence and intuits directly the total space- 
time expression of these conditions in our developing world. 

Should I be asked to put this whole point in simple lan- 
guage, I would say: omnipotence is not inconsistent with the 
use of means [[330]] because all the means, as well as the end, 
are an unfolding expression of God’s timelessly necessary plan. 
Since therefore the objection has been shown to be self- 
contradictory when traced to its ultimate implications, and since 
omnipotence has been shown necessarily to involve the use of 
means, I conclude that this objection, like all others before it, 
has melted before rational analysis. 


Because, if the end of the cosmic process is the production of 
mind, the puny extent of its realization is unsuited to the nature 
of a Supreme Existence. 


Thus Bertrand Russell writes: “if it is the purpose of the 
cosmos to evolve mind, we must regard it as rather incompetent 
in having produced so little in such a long time.” (Footnote 78: 
Tbid., p. 216.) In point of fact, such an objection is largely eva- 
sive. It implies that the Divine Purposer was faced with condi- 
tions not originally imposed by His will: but this has already 
been shown to be rationally untenable, since the absolutely nec- 


essary being ultimately imposes all the conditions for the exis- 
tence of the entire space-time universe. 

Does the appearance of mind require explanation in terms of 
intelligent will, or not? If it does require such explanation at 
all, the question of whether the number of minds is ten or ten 
billion, is irrelevant to the validity of the teleological conclu- 
sion. After all, suppose God had created ten times---or a mil- 
lion times, if you like---the number of minds that have 
appeared. Russell could always say that God was incompetent 
since He could have created a still larger number, an infinite 
number of actually existing minds being inconceivable. It 
would seem, then, that either no explanation of a teleological 
nature is required, or else the question of the number of minds 
thus to be explained is irrelevant: and since the former position 
is already discredited, the latter must be allowed to stand. 

Again, how, in any case, does Russell know how many 
minds the universe has produced? There may be uncounted or- 
ders of rational beings beside those which have appeared on our 
terrestrial ball. If the naturalist can speak of the experienced 
world as but a tiny fragment of the whole, the teleologist can do 
the same and suggest the possibility that the minds present in 
this fragment are likewise dwarfed in number by the total pro- 
duction of self-conscious beings [[331]] in the whole universe. 
At least, there seems to be no way of denying such a possibility. 

Finally, it may be pointed out that intrinsic value is not a 
function of quantity at all. Is a musician, for example, more 
competent because he composes ten symphonies instead of 
one? The point is not decided in this way at all, but rather by a 
consideration of whether, in such symphonies as he has written, 
something of great aesthetic worth has been achieved. Shall I 
impugn a Beethoven or a Brahms on the ground that each might 
have written more musical classics? If it be said that a musician 
who composes ten symphonies of aesthetic worth is more com- 
petent than one who composes two, this may be true: but it is 


true, not because of the greater number of the products as such, 
but because they all evince the single, sustained capacity to 
produce objects of aesthetic worth. The production of a greater 
number of symphonies simply convinces us that the ability 
therein expressed is a continuous capacity of the composer. In 
a similar way, it should hardly be said that God is incompetent 
because He did not produce a greater number of minds: both 
because God is the only composer of minds so that no compari- 
son with the ability of a rival is possible; and because if rational 
and moral being is the true end of His purpose, then it is of in- 
trinsic worth in an ultimate sense and cannot be judged by 
quantitative criteria. 

Such considerations suffice, I think, to justify the consign- 
ment of the entire objection to the abyss of unreason. 


Because every purpose of God is doomed to defeat in the future 
equal distribution of energy in the space-time universe. 


Life and mind, the teleological argument asserts, are expl- 
cable only in terms of an ultimate intelligent will. But in fact, 
these levels of reality will eventually suffer dissolution in the 
death of the space-time universe through the eventual equal dis- 
tribution of energy in the universe. “The second law of ther- 
modynamics tells us that, on the whole, energy is always 
passing from more concentrated to less concentrated forms, and 
that, in the end, it will have all passed into a form in which fur- 
ther change is impossible. When that has happened, if not be- 
fore, life must cease.” (Footnote 79: Ibid., p. 218.) When 
therefore life, and presumably finite minds a well, passes into 
dissolution, the cosmic [[331]] purpose will be defeated. But 
surely, it might be urged, a purpose doomed to defeat is not the 
purpose of an infinite God, and hence not that of the God of the 
highest theism. 


In answer: the objection mplies a naturalistic, if not materi- 
alistic, view of mind, since it assumes that the dissolution of the 
series of material or physical changes will involve also the dis- 
solution of mind. But mind has already been shown to be quali- 
tatively distinct from matter, since it is inexplicable either as a 
series of material constituents in motion or as a mere function 
of such constituents. Now the production of mind (that is, of 
rational and moral being) has been shown to be the chief end of 
the cosmic process: and since mind transcends material con- 
stituents, the death of the solar system need not involve the dis- 
solution of mind at all and thus not the defeat of the divine 
purpose either. The contemplated equality of energy distribu- 
tion will therefore be, not the extinction of God’s purpose, but 
the transcension of its instrumental and temporary environment. 
It is not our purpose here to argue for the survival of the self- 
conscious mind after physical death: but the established nature 
of mind makes such survival at least possible---and this is all 
that is required to vitiate the objection that the “death” of the 
physical universe will dissolve the cosmic purpose in a mist of 
utter stability. 

And this consideration suggests a further point. The de- 
pendence of the universe on God has already been established: 
the conditions for its existence rest in the absolute necessity of 
God’s existence. Now if, as seems to be the case, God condi- 
tioned the existence of the present space-time universe as an 
environment for His purpose, no objection can be brought, in 
principle, against the assertion that such a God might also con- 
dition the existence of a new environment for the further devel- 
opment of rational and moral being. 

I therefore conclude that God’s purpose is not necessarily 
doomed to defeat and that hence the objection is unsustained. 


Because intelligence in God must differ so radically from hu- 
man intelligence as to make any analogy meaningless. 


If God is described as a personal intelligence, His intelli- 
gence must be so different from ours that the analogy between 
the two is meaningless: a mind without progressive, successive 
apprehension is not a mind at all. (Footnote 80: Cf. Burtt, op. 
cit., p. 222, in a comment on Hume’s position.) Theism grants 
that intelligence in God is devoid [[333]] of temporal succes- 
sion and discursive process. Otherwise, time would be a form 
of His experience and He would be neither omnipotent nor om- 
niscient. God, that is, does not think a succession of ideas, but 
rather He thinks the totality of ideas in an eternal or timelessly 
necessary intuition. But are not discursive reasoning and suc- 
cessive apprehension essential to the very existence of an intel- 
ligent mind? If God therefore lacks these characteristics, can 
He be described as a personal intelligence at all? 

In answer: actually, the appropriate reply to this objection 
has already been given in numerous other contexts. For it has 
already been established that the existence of an absolutely nec- 
essary being possessed of intelligent will is the only ultimately 
possible explanation of the existence of the space-time uni- 
verse; and, further, that the essential characteristic of intelli- 
gence---namely, the adaptation of means to ends---is not 
inconsistent with God’s transcendence of the temporal series, 
but is, on the contrary, actually involved in that transcension. 

It therefore appears that intelligence in God and the intelli- 
gence in man are not essentially different but only---if we may 
say so in the language of technical logic---accidentally differ- 
ent. It certainly is essential to intelligence that it have a struc- 
ture in which limiting conditions prescribe the existence of ends 
that are willed. In God, the totality of this structure in which 
limiting conditions prescribe the existence of ends that are 
willed. In God, the totality of this structure, as previously ex- 


plained, is necessarily coexistent, while in man it is necessarily 
successive. But in each case, the necessity is imposed, not by 
the essential nature of intelligence as such, but by transcension 
of the temporal series and inclusion within that series in the two 
cases respectively. Hence intelligence in God and man are es- 
sentially the same, and the original objection is unsustained. 

But suppose, for the sake of argument, that we grant the va- 
lidity of the objection; what alternatives are left? Either intelli- 
gence in God is progressive and successive in a temporal sense, 
or no explanation in terms of an intelligent and absolutely nec- 
essary being is required. But both of these alternatives are 1a- 
tionally untenable. 

If intelligence in God is progressive and successive in a 
temporal sense, then either the series of such successions is n- 
finite, or its ground lies in the existence of a being that does 
transcend the temporal series as its ultimate cause. The first 
case is rationally self-contradictory and would prompt the ob- 
jection that if God can be an [[334]] infinite series, so can the 
space-time universe, and thus God vanishes in thin air. The 
second case would imply that we had not properly located God, 
for the ultimate transtemporal being would in reality be the - 
solutely necessary being that thought posits---and this would 
contradict the hypothesis that God’s intelligence is progressive. 

On the other hand, if no explanation in terms of an abso- 
lutely necessary and intelligent being is required, then the 
whole structure of our argument so far would be thus arbitrarily 
set aside. 

It must therefore be that the universe is explicable only in 
terms of an ultimate being that is both intelligent personality 
and transtemporal existence, the only alternative being a self- 
contradictory skepticism. I therefore conclude that intelligence 
in God and man are essentially similar, that the objection to the 
contrary reduces, on any line are argument, to self- 


contradiction, and that consequently the allegation of the origi- 
nal difficulty is unsustained and the objection baseless. 


E. The Ethical Objection: that the presence of evil in the uni- 
verse is incompatible with the theistic <<corrected from 
“thesitic’>> explanation as formulated on a teleological basis. 


Formulation of the Objection 


The teleological argument professes to explain the apparent 
purpose and design in the experienced universe by reference to 
an ultimate intelligence that is both omnipotent and benevolent. 
But such an hypothesis completely bypasses the existence of 
evil in the world. As Randall and Buchler put the matter: 


[indent] If God is omnipotent, it was within his power to 
create a universe without evil. Since he did not do so, he is [as] 
responsible for the existence of evil as of everything else, and is 
therefore not benevolent. . . . If, however, we start by assuming 
that he is benevolent, and that it was not within his power to 
prevent the existence of evil n creation, he cannot be regarded 
as omnipotent. . . . But the denial of either attribute is a denial 
of the perfection . . . of a supernatural being. (Footnote 81: Op. 
cit., p. 173.) 


Or, to put the point briefly, how can a being that is both om- 
nipotent ad benevolent create a universe that includes evil, if 
evil is that which, in itself, absolutely ought not to be? [[335]] 

Much aesthetic ardor and intellectual labor has been put 
forth to state the objection in its most serious and perplexing 
form. Perhaps Mill has succeeded in stating the point in the 
most devastating fashion: 


[indent] In sober truth, nearly all the things which men are 
hanged or imprisoned for doing to one another are nature’s 
every-day performances. .. . Not even on the most distorted and 
contrasted theory of good which ever was framed by religious 
or philosophical fanaticism can the government of Nature be 
made to resemble the work of a being at once good and om- 
nipotent. . . . If a tenth part of the pains which have been ex- 
pended in finding benevolent adaptations in all nature had been 
employed in collecting evidence to blacken the character of the 
Creator, what scope for comment would not have been found . . 
. [!] (Footnote 82: Op. cit., pp. 17, 21, 30.) 


Hume writes in a similar spirit when he urges that there is so 
much pain and suffering in the world that “the whole presents 
nothing but the idea of a blind Nature, impregnated by a great 
vivifying principle, and pouring forth from her lap, without dis- 
cernment or parental care, her maimed and abortive children.” 
(Footnote 83: Dialogues, XI; quoted in Burtt, op. cit., p. 224.) 
On the other hand, Hume admits that “if the goodness of the 
Deity (I mean a goodness like the human) could be established 
on any tolerable reasons a priori, these phenomena [the evils of 
existence], however untoward, would not be sufficient to sub- 
vert that principle. . . .’ (Footnote 84: Hume Selections, p. 380.) 
But Hume denies that any such evidence is forthcoming and 
therefore asserts that there is no ground for asserting God’s 
goodness, “while there are so many ills in the universe, and 
while these ills might so easily have been remedied, as far as 
human understanding can be allowed to judge on such a sub- 
ject.” (Footnote 85: Idem.) 

More specifically, the evils of existence may be classified 
as: first, moral evil, which springs from the abuse of freedom 
by rational, moral agents; second, so-called natural evil, which 
springs from the structure of the natural world and is called evil 


because it affects the organic realm---especially at the human 
level---with pain, suffering, disease, and ultimately physical 
death. Of course, natural evil ultimately reduces to moral evil, 
since it is called evil significantly only in a moral context. Only 
that is denominated evil of which it [[336]] could be said that it 
ought to be otherwise than it is. And the underlying motive for 
describing natural events as evil is that they are regarded as 
originating in God, so that if any of these events are really evil, 
God is morally at fault, in the final analysis. 

It is therefore the task of any explanation of the problem of 
evil to suggest how it is that the presence of such evils as do ex- 
ist may exist consistently with any proposed metaphysical n- 
terpretation of reality. And in particular, the theist must explain 
how a good God could create a universe which contains evils 
that appear to spring ultimately from the divine causation. 

Since moral evils admit of fairly ready explanation in terms 
of the necessary freedom of finite moral agents, it is natural evil 
that receives the greatest emphasis in any objection, against the- 
istic philosophy. How, for example, can the theist explain the 
birth of an idiot, if he assumes the goodness and supreme power 
of God? Or what kind of theology can be built on the adaptive- 
ness of the tiny organisms that cause disease and physical 
death? Or what does a destructive earthquake teach us about 
the goodness of God? Again, a hunter entangled in the coils of 
a crushing python might wish that God had not so well adapted 
its organic structure to its environment. 


Immediate Logical Possibilities for a Solution 


It will contribute greatly to a clarification of this problem if 
we note the various solutions that are logically possible in terms 
of the concepts involved in the statement of evil’s dilemma. 
Thoughtful consideration will reveal that there are three con- 


cepts or terms of explanation which constitute the motif of the 
problem: (1) an omniscient, omnipotent and benevolent God, as 
the posited ultimate of explanation; (2) evil, as the datum of ex- 
perience to be explained; (3) rational capacity or analysis, as the 
method of solution. As a matter of historical fact, attempts 
have been made to solve the problem of evil by almost every 
conceivable alteration or transposition of these three terms. No 
attempt will be made here to present a detailed analysis of these 
formulations from the historical standpoint. Instead, the possi- 
bilities themselves will be expounded and criticized from a 
purely theoretical point of view, although, of course, some his- 
torical reference will be unavoidable. [[337]] 


First Set of Solutions: by Alteration of the Concept of God 


Naturalism: denial of God’s existence.---The most radical 
solution is to eliminate the problem by denying that there is any 
God at all. If there is no God, as an ultimate of power and 
goodness, the problem vanishes. First, there is no moral evil: 
for there is no ultimate or absolute standard---namely, the char- 
acter of God---over against which a given action by some indi- 
vidual may be classified as morally reprehensible. The most 
that could be said would be that a certain action is socially un- 
desirable, or what have you, but not that it is morally evil in any 
ultimate sense. 

On the other hand, there is no natural evil either, ultimately 
for the same reason that eliminated moral evil; but more imme- 
diately because the so-called evils of existence are merely the 
unavoidable effects of the accidental churning of the universe 
with mindless motion. These effects may be obstacles for or- 
ganic life, but they are not evils in any ultimately significant 
sense. Thus the problem is solved by the simple expedient of 
abandoning the theistic explanation altogether. 


By way of objection to this solution: after so much energy 
has been expended to establish the existence of God, it will 
scarcely be necessary to do anything more than point out that 
naturalism is totally inadequate as a solution to this or any other 
ultimate problem. We have already attempted to show that the 
existence of an absolutely necessary being of intelligent nature 
is the only rational explanation of the space-time universe, since 
every supposition to the contrary leads to the self-contradiction 
of skepticism. Hence it may be put down as established that the 
naturalistic solution is eliminated at once: the solution to the 
problem of evil must be sought in terms of a viewpoint that 
transcends any posited self-sufficiency of nature. 

But the proposed solution of naturalism is also ethically, as 
well as metaphysically, self-contradictory. Naturalism, in this 
context, discards the existence of God on the ground that theis- 
tic explanation is incompatible with the presence of evil in the 
world. But in a naturalistic universe, there is no evil in any ul 
timately significant sense, as we have indicated above; for evil 
exists only as over against an ultimate standard of goodness 
which has no validity for the naturalist. It follows that the natu- 
ralist has denied God’s existence on grounds which are valid 
only in terms of the position he is trying [[338]] to subvert. If 
evils are real, then they cannot be used as a basis for denying 
the existence of an ultimate standard of good, or what is ulti- 
mately the same thing, God: for evils exist only on the supposi- 
tion that such an absolute good exists. On the other hand, if 
evils do not exist, they certainly cannot form the basis for a de- 
nial of God’s existence. If, to avoid this predicament, the natu- 
ralist begins by denying that there are any evils, then he must 
take one of two grounds: he must hold either that statements 
about good and evil are cognitively meaningless (logical posi- 
tivism), or that such statements are true or false only for their 
proponents (relativism). But both of these positions have d- 
ready been refuted in Section A., Chapter IV, of the present 


part. Thus the naturalistic solution to the problem of evil is 
self-contradictory, because it necessarily assumes as a premise 
what it denies in its conclusion. 

Pessimism: the denial of God’s benevolence. ---An explana- 
tion of the universe is necessary in terms of some Ultimate 
World Will; but this will is utterly devoid of purpose, intelli- 
gence, or goodness: all is merely blind striving and progres- 
sively frustrated desire. This, then is the worst of all possible 
worlds and would not have been created by an ultimate being 
whose nature is goodness. Such, approximately, is the position 
of Schopenhauer. (Footnote 86: Cf. W. K. Wright, A History of 
Modern Philosophy, p. 363f.) The problem of evil is therefore 
solved by denying the goodness of the Ultimate Being. 

By way of objection to this solution: Pessimism, as a solu- 
tion to the problem of evil, faces a difficulty similar to that of 
naturalism. For on what basis is it asserted that this would is 
the worst possible one? If there is really no ultimate good, then 
there would appear to be no significant basis for declaring that 
this world is evil; and just for the reason that unless there is an 
absolute good, all attempts to call an entity, an experience, or a 
world evil, are baseless. IN other words, the assertion that this 
is the words of all possible worlds is self-contradictory in an ul- 
timate context, because it can be significant only by assuming 
the existence of the very good it denies: or in brief it can be true 
only by being false. 

Supposing that the ultimate self-contradiction of Pessimism 
might be soluble, the concept, that the World Will is devoid of 
conscious intelligence, is also open to series objection. Such a 
World Will would be an unconscious will: and we have already 
refuted the idea that there would be an such thing as an uncon- 
scious ultimate. [[339]] A proposed alternative of this type 
would reduce to naturalism and would therefore fail to explain 
the whole range of telic aspects in nature, such as we have out- 
lined with some fullness in previous contexts: only on the basis 


of conscious, intelligent will is the range of adaptations in m- 
ture explicable. 

Again, if the World Will is actually devoid of intelligence 
and rationality, why should any rational explanation at all be 
attempted? Even Schopenhauer explained the world by the 
fourfold root of sufficient reason: but if rationality is not basic 
in the structure of ultimate reality, why assert that a rational ex- 
planation in terms of an ultimate World Will is necessary at all? 
Either no explanation is necessary, or rationality is a basic fea- 
ture of ultimate reality. The former alternative contradicts the 
already established fact that the universe does not contain its 
own ground of explanation: therefore, the latter must be af- 
firmed, but it is contrary to the original hypothesis of a World 
Will devoid of conscious intelligence. Consequently, the origi- 
nal hypothesis is self-contradictory. 

I therefore conclude that Pessimism is untenable as a solu- 
tion to the problem of evil which therefore is inexplicable on 
the assumption that God’s benevolence is denied. 

Finitism: the denial of God’s omnipotence. ---Since it is not 
tenable to deny God’s benevolence, the problem of evil may 
appear to be soluble n terms of a denial of His omnipotence: if 
God Himself faces conditions that have not originated ulti- 
mately from situations established by His own will, then it is no 
marvel that the world contains even so-called surd evils ---evils 
which, because they contain or involve no principle of im- 
provement, are inherently and irreducibly evil. 

Contemporary proponents of this viewpoint usually point 
out that much so-called evil may spring from conditions whose 
original imposition may be perfectly consonant with the exis- 
tence and action of a benevolent God in establishing them. 
(Footnote 87: E. S. Brightman, The Problem of God, p. 160.) 
But there are at least some inexplicable evils if we regard God 
as absolute in power. Such evils can be accounted for only o 


the supposition that God Himself faces problems that do not 
arise from His active and creative will. 

Brightman attempts to locate this original problem datum as 
a passive element within God’s very nature: [[340]] 

[indent] There is within him, in addition to his reason and 
his active creative will, a passive element which enters into 
every one of his conscious states . . . and constitutes a problem 
for him. This element we call the Given. The evils of life and 
the delays in the attainment of value, insofar as they come from 
God and not from human freedom, are thus due to his nature, 
yet not wholly to his deliberate choice. His will and reason act- 
ing on the Given produce the world and achieve value in it. 
(Footnote 88: [bid., p. 113.) 


Insofar therefore as God is active and creative, His nature is 
goodness. But He also includes within His nature a Given that 
conditions and limits His every action. Thus the problem of 
evil is soluble by positing limits to the divine power: God Him- 
self is finite. 

By way of objection to this solution: at the outset, it may be 
observed that we have already shown that a finite God is an im- 
possibility of rational thought: consider our discussion of the 
expansive-limiting argument of presuppositionalism. If God 
and evil ultimately limit each other, if evil springs from condi- 
tions not originally imposed by the divine will; then both God 
and evil are finites, and it is exactly the existence of a plurality 
of finites that leads us to posit beyond them a deeper ultimate 
that is their explanation and ground of existence. 

Nor do I think that the situation is relieved by Brightman’s 
assumption that evil springs from a Given or passive element 
within the very nature of God---as if I could transform a pair of 
finites into an infinite by drawing a circle around them. For if 
the existence of evil is actually a self-involvement in God’s be- 
ing, what is the real meaning, in the final analysis, of saying 


that God is good in any absolute sense? If evil gua evil neces- 
sarily springs from God, then God’s nature can scarcely be said 
to consist essentially in goodness. 

Or to put the matter in another way, either the Given is a 
necessary aspect of God’s nature or not. If not, then it is no as- 
pect of His nature at all, since every such aspect must be neces- 
sary in an absolutely necessary being. If, on the other hand, the 
Given is a necessary aspect of God’s nature, then God is neces- 
sarily evil. It therefore results either that the original source of 
this element is an extraneous factor---in which case we must 
posit a deeper ultimate to explain both God and evil; or that 
God is necessarily evil as such, in which case His benevolence 
has not been saved by positing an in- [[341]] ternal limit to His 
power. In any case, no real solution to the problem of evil is 
proffered. 

Nor can finitism solve the problem of evil from a purely 
practical point of view. If God and evil limit each other, then 
the following alternatives are possible: (1) God and evil have 
been struggling from all eternity, conceived as endless duration; 
(2) God and evil both transcend the temporal series and are in a 
relation of timelessly necessary opposition; (3) Evil transcends 
the series, but God does not; (5) God transcends the series, but 
evil does not. 

But none of these alternatives is actually valid. If God and 
evil have been struggling through infinite time, two problems 
appear: first, the rationally impossible infinite series results; 
second, since evil is a present reality, no real prospect exists for 
conquering it, for, in infinite time, God must either have already 
conquered evil or He never will. Again, if God and evil are 
timelessly necessary, two problems appear here also: first, this 
amounts to the contention that two infinite beings exist---a posi- 
tion that has already been refuted; second, an absolute stalemate 
follows as in the case of the first alternative: no conquest of evil 
is possible if it is timelessly necessary. 


If, to consider the third alternative, evil is timelessly neces- 
sary and God is not, again two problems confront us: first, evil 
is then the absolutely necessary being and is therefore God--- 
but this is Pessimism and has already been refuted; second, the 
so-called God must therefore have sprung from that which is 
absolutely evil---but if God’s nature is goodness, this is absurd. 
Finally, if God is timelessly necessary and evil is not, then evil 
must have sprung from conditions which, though originally 
posited by God, are not in themselves evil. But this is contrary 
to the hypothesis that evil is to be explained by supposing God 
not to be omnipotent. 

Thus the hypothesis of a finite God makes the conquest of 
evil impossible so that instead of solving the problem, it makes 
it eternal. I therefore conclude that no solution of the problem 
of evil is possible, either theoretically or practically, in terms of 
a denial that God is omnipotent. 

Nescientism: the denial of God’s omniscience. A possible 
mode of approach to the problem of evil may also be cast in 
terms of a denial that God is omniscient: but while the divine 
omniscience has frequently been denied to explain the “true” 
freedom of moral agents, I know of no serious attempt to solve 
the problem of evil it- [[342]] self along this line of argument. 
But a proponent of this hypothesis might state his case as fol- 
lows: 

If God is both omniscient and omnipotent, He cannot be 
conceived as benevolent. For if He foresaw the existence of 1- 
reducible evils, His omnipotence could presumably have 
avoided them. Now, since the denial of neither omnipotence 
nor benevolence offers any solution to the problem, it must be 
the case that God is not omniscient and that evil springs from 
concomitants which even His great wisdom could not and did 
not foresee or anticipate. Just as we do not blame one another 
for unforeseeable effects of our actions, so we ought not to 
blame God for surd evil, if, in fact, it resulted from a similar 


situation. God therefore is benevolent: and the ultimate or irre- 
ducible evils are unforeseen effects of His benevolent activity. 

By way of objection to this solution: at the outset, it should 
be observed that the denial of the divine omniscience is in real- 
ity a denial of omnipotence, and is therefore open to the whole 
range of objections that are above cited against finitism. For if 
God is not omniscient, then He is subject to a limit not imposed 
by His active will: namely, the potential existence of a future 
that is unforeseen and unforeseeable. But the presence of such 
a limit is precisely what is meant by a denial of omnipotence. 

Nor can the divine omnipotence be saved by suggesting that, 
in spite of the divine nescience, still all the conditions of exis- 
tence spring from God’s will, and He is therefore omnipotent 
nonetheless. For God still lacks the power to control the opera- 
tion of the conditions He imposes. And if He does lack this 
power, then such lack must either spring necessarily from His 
nature or not. If not, then an extraneous condition exists as a 
limit of His power and He is finite, hence not omnipotent. If, 
on the other hand, these conditions spring necessarily from His 
nature, then either they must result in evil, or they are condi- 
tions which need not result in evil. 

In the first case, God is necessarily evil and hence not be- 
nevolent. Nor will it help to say that God’s lack of benevolence 
is no fault of His own, just as ours is not in a similar situation: 
for our ignorance in such a situation is precisely the effect of 
our finitude, whereas if God is finite in this way, then omnipo- 
tence is denied at once and our point is established. In the sec- 
ond case, no reason exists for the denial of the divine 
omniscience, since the denial was posited in the first place to 
explain why irreducible evils exist; and on the suppost [[343]] 
tion that the conditions imposed by God are not necessarily pro- 
ductive of evil, there are no such irreducible evils. 


It seems, then, that the denial of omniscience either vanishes 
or reduces to a denial of omnipotence and therefore stands te- 
futed with finitism. 

A serous logical objection likewise confronts nescientism. 
For if God is conditioned by a future that is not known by Him, 
then God must be conceived as subject to temporal limitations: 
that is, He must be conceived as subject to temporal limitations: 
that is, He must be conceived as passing through a succession 
of moments, since He is limited by a future that does not yet ex- 
ist even for Him. But we have already shown that the abso- 
lutely necessary being must be transtemporal, both because on 
any other supposition He would not be the absolutely necessary 
being, and because a time composed of an infinite succession of 
moments is logically absurd. Consequently, the denial of the 
divine omniscience is untenable because it implies that time is a 
form of god’s experience. 

I therefore conclude that the denial of God’s omniscience 
does not yield a solution to the problem of evil. And not only 
so: but I further assert that no solution is possible through any 
alteration of the concept of God in the various ways suggested. 


Second Set of Solutions: by Alteration of the Concept of Evil 


Illusionism: the denial of evil’s existence.---As naturalism 
attempted to solve the problem of evil by denying the reality of 
God, illusionism makes its solution by denying the reality of 
evil. If evil is merely an illusion or an appearance, then again 
there is no problem of evil at all. That which does not exist can 
scarcely constitute a problem: and thus the whole situation van- 
ishes in thin air, just as a mirage on the road vanishes when it is 
<<second “is” deleted>> approached. 

This solution is very ancient. It is imbedded in the Vedanta 
philosophy of Hinduism (Footnote 89: Cf. Sri Aurobindo 


Ghose, The Life Divine, Book II, Chapter XIV, for a modern 
exposition in this context.), and is popular in the Western world 
through the doctrines of Christian Science <<corrected from 
“science’>>. The Augustinian solution that evil is a privation 
of essence or being (Footnote 90: Augustine, The Confessions 
of Saint Augustine, pp. 153, 154, et passim.) is likewise basi- 
cally an illusionist theory of evil. For to say that everything 
that is, insofar as it is, is good, is to say no evil actually exists, 
which is precisely the allegation that evil has only an illusory 
existence. [[344]] 

By way of objection to this solution: the solution is self- 
contradictory. First, because it is an indisputable fact that some 
evil exists; at least the evil of our thinking evil to exist when it 
does not---so that the proposition that all evil is illusory is thus 
false for the very reason that it is true, which is self- 
contradictory. Second, to put the same point differently: if all 
evil is really illusory, then why is this offered as an explanation 
at all? If no evil exists, then it does not require explanation. If 
it does exist, then it is not illusory, in which case the original 
hypothesis is contravened. 

We may state our criticism more positively by saying that 
illusionism merely moves the problem of evil to another con- 
text: for the explanation of the origin and power of the illusion 
of evil is exactly as problematical as the explanation of evil t- 
self. Evil then possesses at least an illusory reality, just as the 
mirage on the road is real as a mirage. And just as the mirage is 
not explained by calling it a mirage, neither is evil explained by 
calling it an illusion. 

Since illusionism thus reduces to self-contradiction, no solu- 
tion to our problem is possible in terms of a denial that evil ex- 
ists. 

Instrumentalism: the denial of evil’s ultimate character as 
evil, and the assertion that it is an instrument for good.--- 
According to this particular approach to the problem, evil is de- 


clared to be emphatically genuine: the evils of life are not illu- 
sory. 

Yet on the other hand, it is only from a relative and limited 
point of view that evil appears to be ultimately real: to the mind 
of God the passing evils of expreience, though genuinely evil 
from our limited point of view, are necessary parts of the eter- 
nal good. If only we could see things through the eyes of God, 
we would apprehend that ultimately evil enhances the good. 

Since this solution is difficult to conceive, an illustration 
may be of some help. Take the infinite series of whole num- 
bers: 1, 2, 3, 4... . to infinity. Now every part of this series is 
finite and limited: and as long as we view its parts, there is no 
transcension of this limitation. But if we view the series as a 
whole it is infinite: now this does not mean that the parts are not 
really finite---it merely means that their reality as finite is ap- 
parent only from a limited point of view. From the over-all 
vantage point, the series is infinite. Now just as the mathemati- 
cal series can be both infinite and finite, depending on the point 
of view from which it is considered, so evil can possess inde- 
pendent reality and yet be transcended in the eternal good. 
[[345]] 

This solution is common in idealistic circles, being pro- 
pounded, for example, by Leibniz and Royce. (Footnote 91: 
Wright, op. cit., pp. 131, 132; 500, 501. And it is essentially 
the solution, or part of the solution, offered by Prof. Edward 
John Carnell. Thus he writes: 


[indent] If one loved God, he would be willing to believe 
God when he says that the creation of evil is but an expedient; 
and that through such means a perfect plan conceived in the 
counsels of eternity, is being fulfilled. . . . This solution does 
not reduce evil to an illusion. Both God and man agree that 
idiocy [for example] is an evil. The issue is whether or not God 
has the right to use evil to accomplish good ends. The Christian 


answers yes, for he trusts the person of God. (Footnote 92: E. J. 
Carnell, A Philosophy of the Christian Religion, p. 314 and 
note.) 


Every attempt to solve the problem of evil by saying that 
what God does is good because He wills it (Footnote 93: So 
also Carnell, Ibid., pp. 313, 315.) is also essentially of this 
type: for if God does the evil deliberately and remains good, 
then this evil too is a part of the eternal good. 

The instrumental theory of evil is perhaps set in its best 
terms in the late G. F. Stout's God and Nature: 


[indent] The complete good, though its goodness can never 
be evil, must in come way include the evil which we actually 
find in the universe. The good must be essentially incomplete 
without the evil. . . . The absolute good essentially involves 
struggle against evil, evil corresponding to the incomprehensi- 
ble immensity of the complete good. . . . God must will a good 
which includes evil as something not to be tolerated, but hated, 
opposed, and destroyed. (Footnote 94: Ibid., pp. 313, 319.) 


By way of objection to this solution: the insuperable objec- 
tion to the instrumentalist theory is that, as a proffered explana- 
tion of evil, it reduces logically to illusionism, and is therefore 
subject to the whole range of objections against that theory 
which have already been indicated. This reduction to illusion- 
ism may be shown in two essentially similar ways. 

The simplest way is to point out that if what we call evil is 
actually an instrument for the realization of good, then by no 
stretch of the imagination can it be significantly called evil. For 
evil is, presumably, [[346]] that which ought not to be: but it 
surely cannot be said that the instruments for the achieving of 
the absolute good ought not to be. This would be the same as 
saying that the good ought not to be, whereas, if the good is 


anything in an ultimate sense, it is precisely that which ought to 
be. And unless we deny the reality of the good itself, then evil, 
as its instrument, must be good. If we take the alternative and 
maintain that the evil ought to be, then it is indistinguishable 
from the good at once. In either case the evil is shown to be ac- 
tually the good: but this is the same as saying that evil as evil 
does not exist, or in other words, that its reality is basically an 
illusion. 

If an attempt is made to escape this reduction by saying that 
God takes what is really evil, even in an ultimate sense, and 
uses it to accomplish His ends in spite of its evil character, this 
may be true: but then no solution of the evil gua evil is involved 
and the justification of the existence of evil itself must be 
sought along other lines. To say that God accomplishes His 
purposes in spite of evil, while it may be correct, does not ex- 
plain the presence of evil in the universe of an omnipotent and 
benevolent God. 

The alternate method of reducing instrumentalism to illu- 
sionism is to show that an evil, whose reality is relative to the 
viewpoint of only a finite knower, is not evil at all, in the last 
analysis. Even if it were possible to make this distinction be- 
tween a relative and an absolute vantage point, the question 
would be, in case of a conflict between the two points of view, 
which is to be taken as final and decisive? The only reasonable 
answer is that since our viewpoint is subject to limitations of 
finitude, it is the viewpoint of God which ultimately reads the 
nature of evil correctly. But in God's eyes, evil is not basically 
opposed to good: it is rather among the means to the realization 
of the eternal good itself. Evil therefore is ultimately unreal: 
and this is the position of illusionism. 

The mathematical analogy that I outlined will likewise illus- 
trate the refutation. For if we say that an infinite series is actu- 
ally made up of finite entities (in this case, numbers) then the 
only alternatives available are to deny that the series is infinite 


and thus cling to the reality of the parts, or to deny the reality of 
the parts (i.e., the composite character of the series) in the finite 
whole. Similarly, if we say that the ultimate good is actually 
made up of parts, some of which are evil, then the only alterna- 
tives available are either to deny that [[347]] the whole is good, 
or to deny that the good actually has evil parts. In the first case, 
either evil is not explained by the theory or the benevolence of 
God is denied. In the second case, the theory is pure illusion- 
ism. 

Thus the instrumentalist theory of evil is untenable because 
it either is no explanation of evil at all, or it reduces to illusion- 
ism and thus is self-contradictory. 


Third Type of Solution: Irrationalism: the Denial of Rational 
Capacity as a Mode for Solving the Problem. 


Throughout our discussion of this problem, it has been a- 
sumed that a rational solution of the problem of evil is possible. 
But this is the whole source of our difficulty: in point of fact, 
the solution of the problem transcends the ability of reason. 
Are not God's ways incomprehensible? Who are we to pretend 
to solve the problem of evil in a universe that is the product of 
such a God? Here then is the answer: the problem of evil is ra- 
tionally insoluble. After all, we would never attempt to dissect 
an atom bomb with no tool but a toothpick; we should not, 
similarly, attempt to explain evil with no tool but reason. 

As a parenthetical remark, I might suggest that this seems to 
me to be the solution most common in Calvinist theology, at 
least in its less guarded moments: although I readily concede 
that in careful exposition Calvinists commonly take instrumen- 
talist ground. 

By way of objection to this solution: irrationalism has al- 
ready been criticized in so many other contexts that no detailed 


attempt at refutation will be made here: we have shown repeat- 
edly that every attempt to limit the applicability of the rational 
categories, or to define a sphere into which reason cannot enter, 
is self-contradictory and therefore untenable. About the only 
appropriate thing to say to an irrationalist is that well-worn te- 
mark of J. M. E. McTaggart to the effect that no one every tried 
to break logic but that logic finally broke him. A few remarks 
in the context of the problem of evil may nevertheless be ap- 
propriate as a supplement to such comment. 

In the first place, is a problem solved by denying the possi- 
bility of its solution? It would seem to be no explanation of evil 
at all that its presence in the universe is inexplicable. If some- 
one objects [[348]] that while finite intelligence may not be able 
to solve the problem, the infinite intelligence may not be able to 
solve the problem, the infinite intelligence of God has the a- 
swer, then we counter that intelligence in God is not essentially 
different from intelligence in man and that therefore reason 
ought to be able to evolve at least the principles of the solution, 
even though the reason employed be finite and human. Further, 
we answer that the theory would then reduce to instrumentalism 
by suggesting that evil is a problem only from our limited point 
of view: but instrumentalism has already been defeated. 

To state the matter in more complete fashion: if we say that 
the problem of evil is rationally insoluble, then we must select 
one of the following alternatives: first, that the problem is ra- 
tionally insoluble only to us, but admits of solution rationally 
from God's point of view---but this is instrumentalism. Or we 
may allege that the problem is absolutely without rational solu- 
tion. And this in turn involves two further alternatives: that 
God Himself, since His reason is essentially analogous to ours, 
does not have the solution to the problem---but this is either fi- 
nitism, or nescientism, or both; that the problem is soluble to 
God, but not through the instrumentality of reason. 


But consider this last possibility: what is meant by a nonra- 
tional solution to any given problem? Such a solution would 
either be mntelligible or not. And so the argument goes its inevi- 
table way to the conclusion that either the solution is a rational 
one or it is no solution at all. But to shift the context slightly: is 
this assertion itself---that the problem is soluble to God but not 
through reason---intended to be rationally intelligible as a solu- 
tion to the problem of evil? If so, then it is a rational solution 
and the original hypothesis is contradicted. If not, then since 
the assertion is unintelligible, it hardly occurs to me to refute it. 
Thus the position is either meaningless or self-contradictory. 

On any line of argument, therefore, the hypothesis that the 
problem of evil is insoluble is rationally untenable, so that irra- 
tionalism, like its predecessors, has brought us no relief. 


Conclusion on the Immediate Logical Possibilities of Solution 


The primary result of our investigation is that no solution to 
the [[349]] problem of evil is possible in terms of a denial or 
essential alternation of any of the basic concepts involved in the 
problem. 

It might appear that we have ourselves slipped into the abyss 
of irrationalism by discrediting all the apparent logical possi- 
bilities for a solution to the problem of evil. But there is yet a 
different alternative. Since irrationalism is not a solution, there 
necessarily exists a rational explanation of evil. Such an expla- 
nation must embrace the following facts: (1) the existence of an 
omnipotent, omniscient, and benevolent God as the ultimate 
ground of reality: all suppositions to the contrary having been 
rationally discredited; (2) the reality of evil qua evil; (3) the ca- 
pacity of rationality to solve the problem. 

The explanation, furthermore, must be case in terms of prin- 
ciples which reason may regard as sufficient for the solution of 


the problem: but it is impossible to ask that the principles be 
applied to every specific instance of evil that might be cited. 
For in any particular case we may be ignorant of data which 
would enable us to apply the sufficient principles to a given 
situation. Of course, increased knowledge of the total back- 
ground of the specific case would render the determination of 
the exact explanation of the given evil more possible. 

An illustration will serve to clarify this situation. Suppose 
that I have a house that is so constructed that access to it can be 
had only through unlocking the front door with a given key 
type. Suppose further, that my wife and I are the only ones who 
possess keys and that our two keys are not identical but are ba- 
sic variants of the given key type. Suppose, finally, that I come 
home one afternoon and find the door ajar. Now as I stand at 
the door, a problem confronts me. I know that there are only 
two keys in existence that will unlock this door, but the ques- 
tion is: which key unlocked the door and who used it to do so? 
Can I decide at once? 

The answer may be yes and it may be no, depending on the 
further simplicity or complexity of the actual situation. If I en- 
ter the house and make certain that my wife and I both have our 
keys, and if my wife assures me that her key has not been thus 
used, it must be that I left the door ajar when I departed origi- 
nally---assuming, that is, that someone has not taken my key on 
the particular day, unlocked the door, and then replaced the key 
without my knowledge. But perhaps my wife did go out that 
morning and has forgotten her [[350]] escapade. Or it may be 
that when I enter the house, my wife is not there, and so the 
possibilities begin to mount. Perhaps she has gone to the store 
and left the door open; or perhaps she locked the door, but a 
thief stole her key. And so the plot thickens. 

In all of my perplexity, I know that the two keys are the suf- 
ficient explanation for opening the door; but as to who opened 
the door with which key, a satisfactory explanation is possible 


only after a careful scrutiny of the entire situation. In fact, if 
my wife never returns and I never see again either her or the 
key she had, I may never be able to answer the question as to 
which key was used by what person to open that door! But I 
will still be satisfied that someone or something opened that 
door with one of the keys. 

Just so with any given evil of specific character: while I may 
be in possession or cognizance of certain principles (keys) that 
separately or together are a sufficient explanation of the partic u- 
lar evil, only a careful scrutiny of all the details will enable me 
to apply the principles in the proper degree and extent to the 
particular case. And as with the keys, so here: the data for de- 
termining the specific application may be entirely out of reach-- 
-imbedded in an unknown history or in unascertained present 
facts. But this will hardly discredit the principles themselves, 
since the inability to apply them is a function, not of the princi- 
ples themselves, but of the absence of determining data. 


The Proposed Solution of the Problem of Evil (Footnote 95: 
May I say that a hint toward this type of solution is expressed, 
in general terms, in an article by B. Bosanquet, "The Meaning 


of Teleology," <<corrected from "Teleology."">> Proceedings 
of the British Academy, 1905-1906, pp. 235-245.) 


Preliminary Considerations 


Because no solution to the problem of evil has been found 
possible in terms of the previously considered alternatives, we 
are now in a position to assert that Hume's demands have, in 
any case, been satisfied. For, it will be recalled, he admitted 
that if the goodness of the Deity could be established in some 
way on a priori grounds---not, I take it, absolutely a priori, but a 
priori so far as the particulars of evil are concerned, the difficul- 


ties of the problem of evil would not be insuperable. This de- 
mand has been satisfied in two ways: 

First, by showing, positively, that the existence of an abso- 
lutely necessary being characterized by personal intelligence 
and absolute [[351]] goodness is required by the whole cumula- 
tive argument for theism. The cosmological argument estab- 
lished the existence of an absolutely necessary being that 
transcends the space-time universe and is the ground of its exis- 
tence. The teleological argument established the nature of this 
ultimate being as personal intelligence, and, through a consid- 
eration of the nature of values, as absolute goodness. 

Second, Hume's demand has also been met, negatively, by 
showing that no solution of the problem of evil is actually pos- 
sible through the denial of God's existence, omnipotence, or be- 
nevolence; through the denial of the reality of evil; or through 
the denial of reason's capacity to solve the problem. These con- 
siderations forced us to the conclusion that some solution of the 
problem of evil is rationally possible and necessary in terms 
which admit the existence of a God who is both omnipotent and 
benevolent, the reality of evil, and the ability of reason. Thus 
we approach the solution of the problem of evil with the confi- 
dence that though the solution may be difficult, it is both possi- 
ble and necessary: we are like the scientist who approaches a 
causal problem in the laboratory with the confidence that al- 
though the location of the cause may be difficult, it will eventu- 
ally bare itself to rational scrutiny, and that for the very reason 
that the causal axiom is antecedently taken as universally valid. 

One word of caution before we proffer our solution: it is un- 
fair and arbitrary to approach the problem with any precon- 
ceived notion of what the good must be. In particular the 
problem should not be approached, for example, in terms of an 
assumed hedonistic ethical theory. Such an approach, as Taylor 
says, "rests throughout on the assumption that if there were a 
God directing the course of events, His purpose could only be 


to make the 'good' happy and the 'bad' unhappy in respect of 
their earthly fortunes. But this assumption is wholly arbitrary. . 
. . All that is proved by the calamities of the 'good' and the un- 
deserved worldly success of the 'bad' is that, if there is a divine 
purpose, it is nothing so crude as remunerating righteousness 
with worldly felicity." (Footnote 96: Does God Exist?, pp. 9 
10.) 


Brief Statement of the Solution 


The existence of irreducible or real evil results in every case 
from a contingency that is necessarily involved in those deter- 
minate conditions which are themselves essential to the creation 
of a universe [[352]] whose ultimate end is the production and 
progressive development of rational, moral selves. 


Expansion of the Solution 


General implications of the proposed solution.---Scrutiny of 
the above summary statement will reveal that the existence of 
evil in the universe of an omnipotent, benevolent God is held to 
be explicable in terms of two basic and equally ultimate princi- 
ples: the principle of law or causality, and the principle of pur- 
pose or teleology, 

According to the principle of law, the totality of real entities 
exists only in and with the presence of determinate conditions, 
and the ultimate purpose of the universe is given in the deter- 
minate conditions of God's being. In the case of the absolutely 
necessary being, these determinate conditions are completely 
self-involved: and in our previous discussion, we have already 
indicated that omnipotence in God, rather than consisting in the 
absence of all determining conditions, is constituted instead by 


the complete self-conditioned and timeless necessity of God's 
being. In the case of realities dependent on the absolutely nec- 
essary being---and that includes all other realities--- <<replaced 
"" with "---">> their determinate conditions of existence are 
ultimately derived from the self-conditioned necessity of divine 
existence. Thus every aspect of reality admits of causal expla- 
nation, or explanation in terms of the presence of determinate 
conditions of existence: if any of these conditions were want- 
ing, in the case of a given entity, the entity would not exist. 

According to the principle of purpose, the ultimate end of 
the universe both prescribes the proximate determinate condi- 
tions essential to its realization and itself imposes the determi- 
nate conditions of God's Being. Thus the divine purpose is an 
eternally necessary aspect of His being and imposes upon that 
being its determinate character. In the case of all dependent te- 
alities, their teleological or purposive significance is ultimately 
dependent upon the eternal purpose of God. The total environ- 
ment of rational, moral being is instrumentally significant in the 
achievement and development of that being. The existence of 
moral beings themselves is ultimately significant as God's end 
in creation. Thus every aspect of reality admits of teleological 
explanation, or explanation in terms of the progressive realiza- 
tion of the ultimate Divine Purpose; if some aspect of that 
[[353]] purpose had been different, the ultimate and instrumen- 
tal results of it would exist otherwise than as they do. 

These two principles of law and purpose are completely co- 
extensive: each offers a complete explanation of reality from a 
different point of view. Neither is ultimate and basic as over 
against the other. On the one hand, law is the necessary n- 
strument for the existence of a determinate Divine Purpose and 
for the creation of a moral universe to embody that purpose. 
On the other hand, the ultimate moral purpose of God is itself 
grounded in the absolute necessity or self-conditioned character 


of God's being. Thus each principle is instrumental and basic to 
the other. 

Lest there should be any misunderstanding of what is meant 
there, some illustrative explanation may be helpful. As I write 
with my pen on this paper, all the determinate conditions for 
writing are present: paper, ink, a pen with a point through 
which the ink is dispensed, the grasping and moving of the pen 
with my hand, and so forth: the process is completely explica- 
ble in causal terms. Yet the process also admits of complete 
purposive explanation: my intent in writing, the adapted struc- 
ture of the paper and pen, the selected consistency of the ink, 
and so on---all these are what they are in terms of an adaptation 
tot he fulfillment of some purpose. And thus with all the a- 
tions of a rational being: the purposive and causal sequences are 
both complete, yet both basic to the existence and functioning 
of the other. Now a theistic interpretation of the universe---as I 
profess it---asserts exactly such a correlation to be significant 
for the sum total of real entities. And it is in terms of such a re- 
lationship that the problem of evil is soluble. 

For more advanced students of philosophy, an illustration 
from Spinoza will clarify the point: just as Spinoza held that 
substance was completely comprehended by a multiplicity of 
attributes, each of which was a complete embodiment from its 
own point of view of substance itself, so we maintain that all 
reality is completely explicable in terms of two principles---law 
and purpose---each of which is a complete account, from its 
own point of view, of reality itself. 

In the following section, the implications of this viewpoint 
are traced in detail, so far as the principles of law and purpose 
render evil explicable. The account appears in parallel columns 
so that the correlation of the principles may be more readily dis- 
cerned, and so [[354]] that the whole of the problem may be 
considered separately from either point of view. 


Detailed application of the principles to the problem of evil. - 


Law 


1. Ultimate Law: the absolute necessity of God's being; but the 
law necessarily embodies God's eternal purpose. 


2. Proximate Principles for the explanation of evil. 
a. The Law-abidingness of the universe. 


(1) A law-abiding universe is the necessary rational environ- 
ment for moral experience and organic life, which is, now at 
least, the sphere of moral realization. Organic life could not be 
maintained either in its own structure or in relation to the physi- 
cal world, if there were not determinate and regular conditions 
of its existence which were gustained in continuous operation: 
and the very meaning of law is the existence and functioning of 
a system according to such determinate and regular conditions. 

Moral experience depends, as we have shown previously, 
upon rationality, since morality is, in the final analysis, the 1a- 
tional conduct of life: but the rational conduct of life would be 
impossible in a world not sustained by regular laws and expli- 
cable in causal terms. So Tenant writes: "A world which is to 
be a moral order must be a physt [[355]] cal order character- 
ized by law or regularity. . . . [Otherwise] no man could employ 
his reason in the conduct of life. And without rationality, mo- 
rality is impossible." (Footnote 97: Tennant, op. cit., II, pp. 199, 
200.) 


(2) Yet a law-abiding universe would not exist except as the 
environment of moral life: every causal nexus has therefore a 


complete teleological explanation, for its determinate condi- 
tions would not exist apart from the ultimate divine purpose. 


(3) But a law-abiding universe involves the possibility of natu- 
ral evil: just because nature operates through determinate 
conditions, these very conditions may issue in adverse results 
through misappropriate adjustment to the order of natural law. 


(4) Range of Coverage. 

(a) In general: the law-abidingness of the universe explains the 
existence of every evil, both natural and moral. [[356]] 

(i) A universe of law means that all effects follow from the 
complete presence of necessary and determining factors; and a 
free act is no exception. 


(ii) Since a universe of law is the necessary instrument of God's 
ultimate moral purpose, such a universe is justified in its exis- 
tence. 


(iv) Yet this does not mean that every evil is a necessary result 
of the existence of a law-abiding universe: it is merely a contin- 
gency that is contained in such a universe. 


(b) More specifically, the functioning of law accounts for: 


(1) Specific instances of natural evil: for example, the occur- 
rence of accidents which involve pain and suffering. Were it 
not for the laws which operate in such cases, the accident might 
not happen; but then, apart from these same laws, no adaptation 
of means to ends by rational selves would be possible. 


(a) The occurrence of such pain and suffering is made possible 
through the constitution of sentient beings as suited to organic 
life: if pain and suffering were not possible, it is questionable 


whether organic life could exist in a universe which is necessar- 
ily law-abiding: for pain has a protective and prophylactic char- 
acter, and is [[357]] merely the intensification of experiences 
which make interaction with an environment possible. Light, 
for example, is essential to vision, though a very bright light 
causes pain in the visual mechanism. 


(b) The specific occurrence of such accidents is made possible 
through the complex interaction of various causal nexi: and the 
multiplicity of such factors in any given case is uncalculated. 
For example, as in the factors which result in the head-on crash 
of two automobiles. The extremely complex results of such ac- 
cidents are likewise uncalculated and may be the cause of fur- 
ther pain and suffering: for example, as a severe fall in 
childhood may concur with other factors to cause paralysis at a 
later period in life. 


(ii) Alteration of the whole series of natural causes through the 
conditioning of specific instances: 


(a) Particular cases of natural evil tend to produce an uncalcu- 
lated number of further adverse effects, as the above example 
indicates, through in numerous cases the results are likewise 
beneficial. This last fact does not make the antecedent evil 
good, but it does indicate that natural evils do not necessarily 
defeat the good. [[358]] 


(b) The accumulation of cases thus produces an alteration of the 
whole succeeding series of instances and determines, along 
with the general operation of law, the occurrence of future e- 
fects. 


(1) Resultant infliction of pain and suffering at numerous other 
points in the causal series, as already suggested, on: 


(a) Orders of sentient being below the human: as when a new- 
born fawn starves to death because its mother has been acciden- 
tally killed from running in the path of a moving auto. 


(b) Moral beings: as when a wife suffers economic poverty be- 
cause her husband has been accidentally killed at his work. 


(iv) distortion in the operation of telic or purposive factors 
through the conditioning of the causal series: 


(a) In numerous ways, the causal series may result in the pre- 
vention of the fulfillment of purpose or moral obligation. 
[[359]] 


(b) For example: while the purpose of human life is rational and 
moral development, the conspiration of a multiplicity of causal 
factors may eventuate in the birth of an idiot who cannot fulfill 
this purpose. 

Again, the fulfillment of a moral obligation may be pre- 
vented through the coincidence of accidental causes: as when a 
man cannot pay a debt because his money unforeseeably drops 
from his pocket at an unknown place. 

Again, a wrong ethical decision may be occasioned by the 
influence of environmental factors, as when a man commits 
suicide to escape some experience of pain. 


(c) The status of the order of law, as essential to the existence 
of moral and rational being in the process of development, m- 
plies the secondary significance of all incidental concretions of 
pain and suffering which result from the general maintenance of 
uniform law: natural evil is possible and has become actual; but 
if it were not possible the supreme divine end could not be real- 
ized. [[360]] 


b. Reaction of divine purpose to the evil effects of the law- 
abidingness of the universe: Restitution 


(1) On the personal level, 


(a) The various specific effects of natural evil may, though 
genuinely evil, serve as a discipline for the development, to- 
ward righteousness, of a character already distorted by evil at 
the moral level: pain and suffering may thus be turned to a dis- 
ciplinary purpose, so that they become the occasion of reascent 
to the divine ideal. [[361]] 


(b) Yet the restitution is not complete at this present level of 
experience: 


(i) Pain and suffering are often conspicuously maladjusted to 
the ends of discipline and education: but this merely means that 
only a part of pain and suffering are of disciplinary signifi- 
cance; much of such suffering springs from the complexity of 
contingencies that we have already elaborated above. 


(ii) If, moreover, human selves, as we have shown to be possi- 
ble, transcend their present environment at death and occupy 
another, even the excessive sufferings of the present, which 
arise from the complex causal nexus, may be adjusted to the di- 
vine purpose of moral realization. But even this ultimate al- 
justment is not required to solve the problem, if suffering 
springs causally from a contingency that is involved in the con- 
ditions necessary to rational and moral life. [[362]] 


(2) On the cosmic level, 


(a) Much natural evil can be eliminated by the expansion of our 
knowledge of the proximate causal factors operating in given 
cases. 


(i) Just for the reason that pain and suffering are explicable in 
causal terms, the possibility of control exists, so that the very 
conditions from which the evils resulted become the means for 
the conquest of these evils, at least to a large extent. 


(ii) The rational structure, of minds and their environment, may 
thus progressively transcend the accidental evils of existence. 


(b) Yet the expansion of knowledge cannot effect the progres- 
sive conquest of pain and suffering in the cosmos apart from the 
ethical transformation of human, moral selves: for an uncalcu- 
lated quantity of such pain and suffering is the effect of morally 
evil acts as they are related to the whole moral community of 
selves. 

(It is not my purpose to consider here the means for such a 
transformation: suffice it to say that it is effected, in my opmn- 
ion, by an experience of spiritual conversion and regeneration. 
All that the present context requires is the recognition that such 
a transformation seems necessary.) 


(3) Summary: Thus the divine purpose reacts against the evil 
effects of the law-abidingness of the universe, both by making 
these effects a part of the context for moral development, and 
by rendering a vast number of such effects eliminable through 
an expanding knowledge of their causal origins and through an 
ethical transformation of moral selves. 


Purpose 


1. Ultimate Purpose: the production and development of 1- 
tional, moral beings; but this purpose is determined by the law 
of God's being. 


2. Proximate Principles for the explanation of evil. 
a. The Freedom of moral agents. 


(1) Moral freedom is the necessary condition for the existence 
of rational and moral beings: for a moral being is precisely one 
that engages in the self-determination of actions in relation to 
some proposed standard. Now freedom is precisely such self- 
determination in view of motives that operate in our experience. 
Consequently, if the ultimate Divine Purpose is the production 
and development of rational, moral selves, such an end must 
prescribe the reality of ethical freedom in such beings. 

Nor is the freedom of finite selves inconsistent with the di- 
vine omnipotence, since the conditional existence of these 
selves and their freedom rests, causally and teleologically, in 
the absolute necessity of God's being. 


(2) Yet ethical freedom would not exist apart from its determi- 
nation from the law of God's being and existence of a law- 
abiding universe which makes free acts possible: every free act 
has therefore, a complete causal explanation for, as a real entity, 
it could only exist if all the determinate conditions of its being 
were present. The reason that an act is free lies, not in its status 
as indeterminate, but in he fact that the decisive causal factor is 
the self-determination of the agent. 


(3) But moral freedom involves the possibility of moral evil: 
just because a rational being possesses the power of self- 
determination, this very power may issue in acts which contra- 
vene the moral law of God. The possibility of evil is a neces- 


sary condition for the existence of an ethical being, except in 
the case of that Ultimate Being (namely, God) whose nature t- 
self determines the standard of absolute goodness. 


(4) Range of Coverage. 
(a) In general: moral freedom explains the existence of every 
evil, both natural and moral. [[356]] 


(i) A universe of law, which contains the possibility of natural 
evil, is essential to the functioning of moral freedom. 


(ii) The possibility of moral evil is essential to the existence of 
freedom itself. 


(iii) Since a moral universe is the purpose of God's determinate 
being, such a universe is justified in its existence. 


(iv) Yet this does not mean that every evil is a necessary result 
of the existence of a moral universe: it is merely a contingency 
that is contained in such a universe. 


(b) More specifically, the functioning of moral freedom ac- 
counts for: 


(i) Specific instances of moral evil: for example, the breaking of 
a promise, the misrepresentation of facts, etc. Were it not for 
the reality of freedom, such breaches of obligation might not 
occur; but then, apart from this same freedom, moral obligation 
and moral experience generally would be impossible. 


(a) The occurrence of such evils is made possible through the 
constitution of rational beings for ethical life: if moral evil were 
not possible, it is questionable whether moral experience could 
exist in a universe which is eleologically explicable: for the ex- 


istence of freedom is also the sine qua non for the realization of 
the moral good. Mor- [[357]] al evil merely the abuse of condi- 
tions which make interaction with an ethical environment pos- 
sible. 


(b) The specific occurrence of evil acts is made possible 
through the complex interaction of various purposive nexi: and 
the multiplicity of such factors in any given case is uncalcu- 
lated. For example, factors which result in the stealing of a loaf 
of bread to feed a starving family. The extremely complex te- 
sults of such acts are likewise uncalculated and may be the oc- 
casion of further acts of moral evil: for example, as the stealing 
of a diamond may occasion the telling of lies to cover up the 
theft. 


(11) Alteration of the orientation of moral character through the 
conditioning of specific instances: 


(a) Particular acts of moral evil tend to produce an uncalculated 
degree of influence upon the orientation of personal character, 
as the above example indicates: a proclivity toward evil follows 
on the committing of an ethical breach; (Footnote 98: A poem, 
from a high school teacher of the author <<Actually, this is, I 
believe, Tennyson. >>, comes to mind: 


Vice is a monster of such dreadful mien, 
That to be hated is but to be seen, 

But seen too oft, too familiar with her face, 
We first endure, then pity, then embrace.) 


though in numerous cases, such acts may be the occasion of 
morally good acts. This last fact does not make the antecedent 
evil good, but [[358]] it does indicate that moral evils do not 
necessarily defeat the good. 


(b) The accumulation of cases thus produces an alteration in the 
orientation of moral character and occasions, along with the 
general operation of freedom itself, the occurrence of future 
acts. 


(itt) Resultant infliction, through acts of moral evil, of pain and 
suffering on: 


(a) Orders of sentient being below the human: as when I beat 
my horse in a fit of temper, the latter being itself an expression 
of misoriented character. 


(b) Other Moral Beings: as when a victim of the assault suffers 
physical pain and other inconveniences from the experience: 
nor is this factor necessarily confined to the action of human 
agents, for there may be, so far as we know, other spiritual and 
moral beings in the universe whose morally evil acts issue in 
human suffering, as when Job was inflicted with boils through 
the evil act of Satan, according to the Biblical tradition. 


(iv) Distortion in the operation of the causal series through the 
conditioning of purposive acts: 


(a) In numerous ways, the causal series may be turned to the 
production of evil effects through the purposive acts of human 
selves. [[359]] 


(b) For example: the danger of specific natural evils may be ig- 
norantly increased by the purposive alteration of the causal se- 
ries: as when the danger of a flood is increased through the 
removal of large forest areas. 

Or the production of specific natural evils may be aug- 
mented through consciously inappropriate actions: as when the 


birth of a deformed child results, in part, from acts of careless- 
ness in the parental line. 


(c) The status of rational, moral being as the ultimate end of the 
divine purpose, implies the instrumental significance of all 
lower levels of reality---even including the higher orders of sen- 
tient being and the sentient nature of man himself. 


(i) Thus the maintenance of the general balance of the entire or- 
ganic realm, through the reciprocal instrumentality of the vari- 
ous forms of organic life in sustaining one another, is not and 
insoluble problem at all, since the whole organic realm has a 
predominantly (and I think exclusively) instrumental signifi- 
cance. 


(a) Various forms of life do prey upon one another: cats to eat 


mice; micro-organisms do cause decay and disease in sentient 
beings. [[360]] 


(b) But all this would be inexplicable only on the supposition 
that mere organic life as such had intrinsic and ultimate signifi- 
cance as an end: that this is the case has been disproved in a 
previous context. 


(ii) Furthermore, the reciprocation among various forms of or- 
ganic life does maintain the general balance of the whole a- 
ganic realm as a proximate environment for moral realization: 
this plan provides for the removal of organisms "in the way 
which least pollutes nature with corruption.” (Footnote 99: 
James Orr, The Christian View of God and the World, p. 189.) 


(iii) Finally, we shall presently see that human disease and suf- 
fering have a still deeper purposive significance in the devel- 
opment of moral character. 


b. Reaction of divine law to the evil effects of freedom: Retribu- 
tion 


(1) On the personal level, 


(a) The various specific effects of moral evil---for example, the 
misorientation of moral character---may constitute in part a just 
retribution for the evil itself: an aspect of the reaction of divine 
law against the misuse of the contingency essential to the exis- 
tence of moral freedom itself. Moral freedom thus results in an 
evil which becomes its own punishment by effecting moral de- 
pravity. [[361]] 


(b) Yet the retribution is not complete at this present level of 
experience: 


(i) The distortion of moral character is not always proportionate 
to the evil acts of the individual: but this merely means that 
only a part of the explanation for the status of moral character, 
is to be found in the conditioning of specific morally evil acts: 
much of the explanation lies in the complexity of contingencies 
that we have already elaborated above. 


(ii) If, moreover, human selves, as we have shown to be possi- 
ble, transcend their present environment at death and occupy 
another, the disproportion of moral character and evil acts, 
which arises from the complex causal nexus, may be adjusted to 
the divine law of reaction against evil: for in such a survival of 
the self, there would be an essential continuity of moral charac- 
ter from the present environment to the next; as Socrates long 
since observed, what a man receives into his soul cannot be idly 
stored in another vessel, but rather becomes a determination of 
harm or benefit to the soul itself. (Footnote 100: Plato, Prota- 


goras, 314.) But even this ultimate adjustment is not required 
to solve the problem, if the disproportion springs causally from 
a contingency that is involved in the maintenance of a determi- 
nate world order. [[362]] 


(2) On the cosmic level, 


(a) The existence of natural evil may likewise constitute a part 
of the just retribution for moral evil as committed by human 
selves, so that such natural evil embodies, to some extent, the 
reaction of divine law against the abuse of freedom. 


(i) This by no means implies that every instance of suffering in 
human life is a retribution for specific moral evil: nothing could 
be further from the truth. 


(ii) Pain and suffering are often conspicuously maladjusted with 
relation to retribution for moral evil. 


(b) What our assertion does mean is that nature is itself in a 
state of arrested development because of the complex influence 
of moral evil on the natural order, and that a part of the result of 
this arrested development is of judicial and punitive signifi- 
cance, as related to a race of men who, being all tinged with 
moral evil, stand in a certain solidarity of revolt against God. 


(3) Summary: thus the divine law reacts against the evil effects 
of freedom by resulting in a retribution which consists partly in 
the alteration of moral character itself, partly in that experience 
of pain and suffering which results from natural causes in their 
complex interaction with the moral. 


c. Application of the Principles 


(1) The proportionate application of these principles to spe- 
cific instances of evil would appear to be an exceedingly com- 
plex affair: why is this man blind? Why did this flood take 
place? Why was this child stricken with infantile paralysis? 
Why should this man have been slain by a wild beast? 

(2) The answer to such questions involves the knowledge of 
an intricate causal and purposive nexus in every case; and, due 
to the limitation of our knowledge of specific cases, may not be 
precisely formulable: the more we expand our knowledge, 
however, the less will be our percentage of error in applying the 
correct proximate principles. 

(3) But the difficulty of application does not undermine the 
principles themselves, any more than the difficulty of solving a 
particularly intricate mathematical problem undermines the w- 
lidity of the system of mathematical principles which the prob- 
lem presupposes. 


[Law] 


d. The contingency of natural evil: (1) While natural evils 
spring from the determinate conditions essential to the envi- 
ronment of moral realization, such evils are a contingent, and 
not an ultimately necessary result of these conditions. 


(2) Since natural laws operate with a general fixity, failure to 
adjust to them may be disastrous; but just because the laws do 
thus op- [[364]] erate, they may become the means for an elimi- 
nation of disastrous consequences through an expansion of our 
knowledge of these very laws. 


(3) And who can say, but that if the sources of maladjustment, 
whether moral or natural, are progressively eliminated, natural 
evils may yet bow to decisive defeat in a universe of divine 
purpose? 


[Purpose] 


d. The contingency of moral evil: 

(1) While moral evil springs from the determinate conditions 
essential to the existence of moral beings, such evils are a con- 
tingent, and not an ultimately necessary result of these condi- 
tions. 


(2) Since moral freedom operates as it does, failure to choose 
the good may be disastrous; but just because moral freedom is a 
reality, [[364]] it may become the means for an elimination of 
moral evil through progressive orientation of character toward 
the good. 


(3) And who can say, but that if human selves thus respond to 
the possibilities of freedom, moral evil may yet bow to decisive 
defeat in a universe of divine law! 


c. Conclusion on the Ethical Objection 


What then is the issue of our consideration of evil? Since 
the totality of natural and moral evil springs from conditions 
essential to the existence of a moral universe, and since every 
specific evil is merely a possibility and not a necessity of these 
conditions, and since evil is definable only as over against the 
existence of an absolute good, therefore, the presence of evil in 
the universe is not inconsistent with the existence of an an- 
nipotent, benevolent God as the ultimate explanation of the o- 
tal space-time universe. Consequently, the ethical objection 
against the teleological argument is invalid. 


F. Conclusion on the Objections to the Teleological Argument 


Since the whole range of objections against the teleological 
argument as correctly formulated has been found to be invalid 
and freighted with both logical and experiential contradiction, I 
therefore conclude that the teleological argument is valid and 
that the absolutely necessary being is a personal intelligence 
whose nature is absolute goodness. 


Conclusion on the Whole Destructive Argument of Critical 
Naturalism 


The rational case for theism has at last emerged triumphant 
over its foes at every point of debate: the clouds of objection 
fade into mist and the mist vanishes into oblivion until now we 
stand unquestionably confronted with the divine Being Himself. 
Since both the cosmological and the teleological arguments 
have been defended against the objections of a destructive natu- 
ralism. I therefore con- [[365]] clude that these arguments are 
valid, that God exists as the ultimate explanation and ground of 
the whole complex of reality: God, that is, as the absolutely 
necessary being of intelligent nature which embodies absolute 
goodness. 


CONCLUSION 


Our path ahs been long, but it has brought us at last to the 
general answer for the questions with which our investigation 
began: the broad outlines of a philosophy may not be asserted. 

The problem of epistemology has been solved in terms of a 
rational empiricism which teaches that all knowledge is a union 
of categorical and experiential elements: the mind comes to ex- 


perience with certain forms of thought, or synthetic a priori 
categories, in terms of which is understands the data upon 
which it is dependent for valid content knowledge. This n- 
tional empiricism involved, in turn, both epistemological dual- 
ism and the coherence theory of truth. Such a comprehensive 
epistemology was seen thus to be basic to the ultimate justific a- 
tion of beliefs, so that metaphysics was necessarily the second, 
and not the first, object of pursuit. The knowledge of knowl 
edge is basic, finally, to the knowledge of being. 

with such a view clearly established, we turned, in the next 
place, to a consideration of proposed alternate approaches to the 
understanding of Being, so far as hose approaches were pro- 
posed as possible bases for Christian Apology. Empirical, 
pragmatic, and voluntaristic approaches were all subjected to 
rational criticism with the result that our original rational em- 
piricism emerged as the only ultimate and satisfactory episte- 
mological approach to a theistic apologetic. 

Finally, natural revelation itself became the basis for a ck- 
monstrative theistic world view. The traditional arguments for 
God led us at last to the firm conclusion that theism alone actu- 
ally poses a solution to the metaphysical problem. The whole 
range of critical objections against such a view was found to 
vanish in the mist before the searching eyes of rational analysis 
until at the end of the way we found at last that man is not 
alone, but finds his highest destiny in the knowledge of God. 

Now at last the tables may be turned and theism may call its 
opponents before the bar of reason, as those opponents had 
thought [[366]] thus to summon her. And this apologies to Ber- 
trand Russell, we might assert a new creed for the Free Man's 
Worship: 


[indent] That man is the product of a Cause which had an 
eternal prevision of the end it was achieving; that his origin, his 
growth, his hopes and fears, his loves and his beliefs, transcend 


the collocations of atoms in his material environment and 
achieve significance in the light of a spiritual destiny; that no 
argument, no distorted cunning, no intensity of thought and 
feeling, can protect an individual life from supreme moral re- 
sponsibility to the Divine; that all the labors of the ages, all the 
devotion, all the inspiration, all the noonday brightness of In- 
man genius, insofar as these express the realization of man's 
true spiritual purpose, are destined for an eternal fulfillment as 
over against the vast death of the solar system, and that the 
whole temple of God's achievement must rise inevitably from 
its eternal source, despite its sinful consignment to burial be- 
neath the debris of a universe in ethical ruins---all these things 
are so far beyond dispute and so certain, that no philosophy 
which rejects them can hope to stand. Only within the scaffold- 
ing of these truths, only on the firm foundation of unyielding 
Divine purpose, can the soul's habitation, now as always, be 
built. (Footnote 101: Selected Papers of Bertrand Russell, p. 3: 
transformed from its original naturalistic orientation.) 


God is not dead, nor is theistic philosophy hopelessly m- 
paled on any cross of destructive criticism. On the contrary, 
this cross of criticism is succeeded by a theism vibrant with 
resurrection life---a life all the more triumphant because it has 
victoriously borne its attempted crucifixion. [[367]] 
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